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The landscape of higher education is ever-evolving, and the financial aid office, in 
particular, has experienced drastic changes throughout the years in order to become the 
massive and complex system that is known today. Considering that financial aid can 
directly influence major institutional benchmarks such as enrollment and graduation 
rates, and the fact the position of financial aid director is not standardized across 
institutions of higher education, a further look into the primary role of a financial aid 
director is important and necessary. This study will allow for a better understanding of 
what behavioral characteristics are most closely associated with directors of financial aid 
who are members of the Coalition of State University Aid Administrators (COSUAA).  
More specifically, the primary purpose of this study is to better understand 
whether the COSUAA financial aid directors identify primarily as educators, leaders, or 
managers. The framework presented by Gregory Elkins during his research on student 
affairs officers served as the conceptual framework behind this study. Elkins (2006) 
pulled from the theoretical perspective of Winston et al. (2001), which outlined that 
student affairs administration focuses on three roles or domains: an educator, a leader, 
and a manager.  
The web-based survey adapted for this study was sent to COSUAA financial aid 
directors over a two week period in July 2019. The results yielded a 48.9% response rate, 
and the data collected was able to identify that directors of financial aid at COSUAA 
 institutions primarily consider themselves to be leaders, most admire leaders, and 
perceive their overall responsibilities as those of a leader. However, the data also 
revealed that the manager domain best describes their time spent daily, as well as what is 
most essential for aspiring financial aid directors. Nine one-way ANOVAs were 
conducted using Bonferroni adjusted alpha levels of .05, and this analysis suggested a 
significant difference in how directors who self-identify as a leader and directors who 
self-identify as a manager view their overall responsibilities as a manager; the time spent 
daily as a manager; the time spent daily as a leader; and the essentialness of the manager 
domain to aspiring aid directors. 
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CHAPTER I 
Introduction 
 The landscape of higher education is ever-changing, with many institutions of 
higher education experiencing unprecedented challenges (Miller, 2012; Ong, 2012). 
Today’s challenges include federal, state, and/or institutional budget issues; increasing 
development and dependence on technology; increasing demand in online instruction; 
increasing age of senior leaders; decreasing number of college-aged applicants; 
increasing diversity in student populations; and increasing tuition rates to name a few 
(Bennet, 2015; Cejda & Jolley, 2013; Hoover, 2008; Miller, 2012). Considering that 
many of the challenges faced by higher education institutions involve enrollment and 
cost, the financial aid office, in particular, plays an important role in the discussion 
surrounding current issues facing colleges and universities across the nation.  
Chaplot, Cooper, Johnstone, and Karandjeff (2015) stated, “Unfortunately, at a 
time when college success is vital to nearly every American, far too many find that 
success unattainable because of rising costs and increasing level of unmet need.” (A 
promising resource to aid students of promise section, para. 3). Scott-Clayton (2015) also 
discussed the level of unmet need by identifying that the enrollment gaps between high- 
and low-income families are greater now than they were in the 1960s. The rising cost of 
higher education has also caused students to carry greater debt burdens. According to the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics (2016), college tuition and fees have increased 63 percent from 
January 2006 through June 2016, while the cost for all Consumer Price Index (CPI) items 
only increased 21 percent during that same time frame. During the ten years from 2006-
2016, when college tuition and fees were rapidly increasing, the total student loan debt 
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also increased from $93.8 billion to $108.6 billion (College Board, 2018). This type of 
upward trend in both college cost and student loan debt can lead students and their 
families to question the value of education and ask whether or not college is worth the 
cost. According to the Federal Reserve (2018), one in five people who have attended 
college believes that the financial cost of education exceeds the financial benefits.  
College and university administrators must be able to understand how issues such 
as costs, budgets, student loan debt, and enrollment issues affect their institution and then 
be able to make the necessary adjustments to account for these issues. In order to be 
better prepared to handle cost and value related challenges, colleges and universities must 
equip themselves with the proper tools and data necessary to address these important 
issues. Considering that the financial aid office, and available financial aid resources, are 
key components in the discussion on the value of higher education, colleges and 
universities must have a good knowledge and understanding of the financial aid office 
operations.  Seth Allen, vice president and dean of admissions and financial aid at 
Pomona College, stated, “Prioritization of financial aid and cost over other historical 
considerations such as academic reputation and graduates’ job prospects has been 
growing.” (as cited in Rivera, 2014, para 19). Pellegrin and Zabokrtsky (2009) also 
stated, “…financial aid is the monetary lifeblood for college students, and thus of primary 
concern to them” (para. 2). The importance of financial aid to students and their families 
means that colleges and universities should view the financial aid office as one of the 
utmost importance.  
In particular, colleges and universities must be able to understand and properly 
develop positions within the financial aid office in order to address the current struggles 
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of institutions of higher education fully. Rodgers (2003) discussed that, along with the 
financial aid award amount, the quality of the administrative services provided by 
financial aid is a relevant concern for college and university administrators. Financial aid 
offices must be evaluated for the quality of their administrative services, and institutions 
of higher education must be prepared to understand how financial aid staff can have a 
direct effect on current industry issues.  
 While there has been a formal study on entry-level financial aid staff (Lane, 
2004), a review of the literature reveals that there are no formal studies to date on the 
position of Director of Financial Aid. The need to evaluate the top position in the office 
of financial aid is an important one given the current issues surrounding colleges and 
universities. Bennet (2015) stated:  
These circumstances [current issues] represent a considerable threat to higher 
education. The greatest danger, however, comes not from one or a combination of 
them. It lies in the fact that higher education has a long and inglorious track 
record when it comes to identifying, developing, and selecting leaders – and 
without strong, capable leadership, a university can hardly navigate the turbulent 
waters ahead. (para 2) 
Because of the previously discussed issues in higher education, the director of the 
financial aid office, in particular, now plays a more important role than ever. The director 
of financial aid will be called upon to be a manager of the office, a leader within the 
university, as well as an educator to students, families, and colleagues across campus 
(Kurz & Scannell, 2003; NASFAA, 2015), and college and university administrators 
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must understand the roles of a financial aid director in order to better address cost and 
value concerns of students and their families.  
Background of Financial Aid and Financial Aid Officers 
 The area of financial aid has undergone fundamental changes since the original 
focus of universal access and choice in higher education (Kurz & Scannell, 2003). 
Financial aid offices today not only focus on goals such as enrollment and net tuition 
revenue for their respective institutions but also on their basic function of providing 
information to families on the availability of financial resources to help meet financial 
need (Kurz & Scannell, 2003). “Across the history of financial aid, one sees an evolution 
away from local, citizen-initiated philanthropy, to moderate government control and 
coordination, and, finally, to full federal oversight and financing of a massive and 
complex system of financial aid” (Fuller, 2014, p 62). Due to the ever-changing role and 
demands of financial aid in higher education, financial aid officers and their ability to 
perform in their jobs play an important role within the landscape of higher education in 
the United States.  
 In the 2012-13 school year, an average of 85 percent of first time, full-time 
students who attended a four-year university received some form of financial aid (U.S. 
Department of Education, The Condition of Higher Education, 2015). More specifically, 
the number of Pell Grant recipients almost doubled from the 1999-2000 school year to 
the 2011-2012 year, increasing from 21.8 percent of students to 41.3 percent, respectively 
(U.S. Department of Education, Web Tables, 2015). The number of students needing 
assistance through student loans, both federal and private, has also increased 7.7 percent 
over the same timeframe, with the above indebtedness going from $21,500 in 1999-2000 
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to $25,900 in 2011-2012 (Snyder & Dillow, 2015). The amount of revenue that the 
Financial Aid Office processes is critical to the overall financial health of any institution 
of higher education.  
 With government oversight comes the responsibility to financial aid staff to 
adhere to strict federal, state, and institutional policies when awarding financial aid to 
students. There can be severe consequences, such as audit findings, disbursement 
restrictions, or worst case, a loss of Title IV funding for the institution if policies are not 
upheld. Consequently, financial aid staff must be in tune to the needs and demands of 
students and their families by providing appropriate customer service, keeping up-to-date 
on technological changes as procedures become more dependent on technology, and must 
also be able to communicate complex federal and state policies to university faculty, 
staff, and administration (NASFAA, 2015). The increase of low-income families 
attending college through the Pell Grant program, along with a rise in student debt, also 
creates unprecedented challenges for financial aid staff in counseling families and 
discussing the cost of higher education.  
 Many financial aid offices are also dealing with institutional budget cuts, so they 
must do more with less, which may include less money available for student assistance as 
well as not being able to hire additional staff to help with required federal and state 
changes to financial aid (Supiano, 2010). Not only are budget implications affecting 
financial aid staffing, but scheduled retirements of senior leaders will also cause staffing 
issues. “Over the next decade, thousands of baby-boom admissions and financial-aid 
professionals will retire, leaving college with empty chairs. Are there enough qualified 
applicants to fill the seats?” (Hoover, 2008, para 1). Collecting information about budget 
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concerns and staffing issues are a few examples of how financial aid offices work to 
identify problems so appropriate solutions can be decisively implemented. This type of 
planning and organizing requires that financial aid offices be able to identify long-term 
objectives that not only properly allocate resources, but also make sure that the overall 
priorities of the financial aid office are in line with the strategic plan of the institution.  
Organizational Structure 
 The organizational structure of the financial aid office can vary from campus to 
campus. A small study conducted by Lopez (2017) on the organizational structure of the 
financial aid office found the most common structure is for financial aid to report to 
Enrollment Management and Services, followed by Student Affairs as the second most 
popular structure. A poll conducted by the National Association of Student Financial Aid 
Administrators (NASFAA) found similar results. The NASFAA poll reveals that 
approximately 46 percent of respondents have a Financial Aid Director who reports under 
Enrollment Management, while approximately 22 percent report to Student Affairs.  
 
Figure 1.1: NASFAA poll (2018) Where in your Campus Structure Does the Financial Aid Director 
Report? 
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Not only does the organizational structure of the financial aid office in regards to the 
overall institutional structure vary from college to college, there are also varying 
organizational structures of the individual offices depending on the size of the institution. 
Smaller colleges may only have one or two financial aid staff members, while larger 
colleges or universities may employ upward of thirty staff members. However, regardless 
of the structure, one consistency is that each office will have a director of financial aid or 
equivalent. There may be differences in the position title (director, executive director, 
senior director), so to avoid confusion, the term director of financial aid or financial aid 
director will be used to refer to the senior staff member in the financial aid office.  
Financial Aid Roles and Functions 
 The current role and functions of the financial aid office have changed drastically 
since the original intent of financial aid to help “needy and worthy” students attend 
college (Van Dusen & O’Hearne, 1973, p. 4). According to Fuller (2014), financial aid as 
a philanthropic effort was the norm until the 1830s when Harvard established a private 
lending agency that created loans for students. Another major development in the history 
of financial aid was the development of the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) in 1937. The 
development of the SAT was the first shift away from need-based aid with a move 
towards merit-based aid (Fuller, 2014). 1944 saw a third major milestone in the history of 
financial aid with the passing of the GI Bill. This piece of legislation took financial aid 
even further away from local philanthropy towards the current, government-controlled 
system that we know today (Fuller, 2014). The Higher Education Act of 1965 is a fourth, 
and arguably the most pivotal, milestone affecting higher education and financial aid in 
the United States (Fuller, 2014). Along with creating what is now known as the William 
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D. Ford Direct Loan Program, this piece of legislation requires all colleges and 
universities which administer Title IV aid abide by federal standards in regards to 
accreditation and institutional quality (Fuller, 2014). All of these milestones throughout 
the history of financial aid play a major role in shaping the current role and function of 
today’s financial aid office.   
 Due to the move towards a complex, government-regulated system, the financial 
aid office must provide customer service to students and families while also adhering to 
federal, state, and institutional regulations that may limit the services the office can 
provide (Chitty, 2008). Along with customer service, the financial aid office must also be 
able to work with various offices across campus, including admissions, billing/bursar, 
academic advisors, registrar, athletics, and upper administration, among others. The 
office must also have the ability to communicate with outside agencies such as the U.S. 
Department of Education, private student loan lenders, as well as scholarship 
organizations. Along with the previously discussed cost and value concerns, the financial 
aid office can influence enrollment, academic achievement, accreditation, institutional 
policy, graduation rates, and overall student engagement in higher education (Fuller, 
2014; Woolf & Martinez, 2013).  
 Considering the vast role and importance of the financial aid office to the overall 
institution of higher education, the person in charge of this critical function deserves 
greater scholarly attention. With a better understanding of the role of financial aid 
director, institutional leaders can ensure that federal, state, and institutional policies are 
being followed, assist students in pursuing their educational aspirations, and contribute to 
the success of the institution’s overall mission.  
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 Financial aid directors hold a unique role in that they must be in tune to the needs 
of students and their families; must generate effective teamwork amongst the financial 
aid staff; and must also be able to use data effectively in order to contribute to the 
institutions strategic planning, budgeting, and governmental affairs efforts (Kurz & 
Scannell, 2003). The director of financial aid must be able to translate information to 
diverse groups of interested parties, who frequently have competing agendas. The 
director of financial aid may be called upon to be an educator to students, families, as 
well as policymakers who may not understand the impact of their decisions (Kurz & 
Scannell, 2003). The director may also need to be a manager within the financial aid 
office, making sure that the financial aid staff is executing policies and procedures in a 
manner that meets federal, state, and institutional guidelines. The financial aid director 
must also be a leader as they must have the initiative and ability to think critically about 
current issues affecting the aid office and evaluate how to best prepare for and overcome 
potential obstacles (NASFAA, 2015).  
Characteristics and Career Paths of Financial Aid Directors 
 A review of job descriptions found on HigherEdJobs.com on April 30, 2019, 
identified eight director-level jobs posted at four-year institutions located in all regions of 
the United States. Five of the eight colleges required a bachelor’s degree, with the other 
three requiring a master’s degree. All eight schools required some years of experience 
within the financial aid office; however, the ranges varied with the average requirement 
being a minimum of four years of experience directly related to financial aid.  
 Aside from education and years of experience, the most commonly mentioned 
requirement to become a director of financial aid was knowledge of federal financial aid 
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regulations, with all eight schools listing this as a prerequisite for employment. 
Proficiency in technology, communication skills (both verbal and written), supervisory 
experience, and analytical skills were also consistently mentioned in the job descriptions. 
There were outliers in the job descriptions with one school outlining the physical 
demands of prolonged computer use, and another required availability to work evening 
and weekends with travel as needed. Although some job descriptions were more detailed 
than others, the basic requirements were the same throughout.  
 In a survey conducted by NASFAA in 2015, fifty-two percent of financial aid 
personnel held a bachelor’s degree, with 32 percent having a master’s. Of this group of 
respondents, 68 percent had six or more years of experience in financial aid, with forty-
three percent of that experience being ten or more years (NASFAA, 2016). The majority 
of financial aid directors also work their way up through the lower job levels within the 
financial aid office, oftentimes having worked at more than one institution (Hills, 1998). 
This hands-on experience at different levels within the financial aid office, along with 
training activities such as state, regional, or national conferences and workshops, is the 
typical path a financial aid officer makes on their way to becoming a director.  
Purpose of the Study 
 Even though all directors of financial aid may perform the role of a leader, 
manager, and educator at some point during their career, the financial aid profession is 
still evolving, and the roles and responsibilities of a financial aid director can vary from 
college to college. Therefore, the role of a financial aid director is not standardized across 
all campuses. This study will allow for a better understanding of what behavioral 
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characteristics are most closely associated with the director of financial aid, and whether 
a director identifies their primary role as one of an educator, a leader, or a manager.  
 Purpose Statement. The purpose of this study is to determine whether directors 
of financial aid perceive themselves to be educators, leaders, or managers. The study will 
also determine if there is a difference among the directors’ self-perception on the 
behavioral characteristics that are associated with each of the student affairs 
administration domains (educator, leader, or manager).  
Research Questions 
1. Do Financial Aid Directors primarily consider themselves educators, leaders, or 
managers?  
2. Is there a difference among Financial Aid Directors’ perception of self on each 
grouped behavioral characteristics associated with each student affairs 
administration domain?  
3. Which student affairs administration domain best describes the overall 
responsibilities of the Director of Financial Aid?  
4. Which student affairs administration domain best describes the daily roles of the 
Director of Financial Aid? 
5. What student affairs administration domain do the participants identify as the 
most essential for an aspiring Director of Financial Aid? 
Need for the Study 
 A review of the extant literature revealed no formal studies that explore the 
behavioral characteristics necessary to serve as a financial aid director at a college or 
university in the United States. One previous study by Lane (2004) surveyed financial aid 
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directors to identify competencies needed for entry-level financial aid administrators; 
however, competencies of the directors themselves were not identified. An industry book 
published in 2015 by the National Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators 
(NASFAA) presents the perspective of a few senior-level financial aid professionals on 
what is needed to direct the financial aid office, but the book relies on the perspectives of 
a small group of individuals and does not incorporate a scholarly methodology in 
presenting results. As previously discussed, the director of financial aid is a critical 
position within higher education, and the current research should be expanded to include 
which behavioral characteristics and, in turn, which roles are most important to the 
position.  
 Are financial aid directors primarily educators, leaders, or managers? Little 
(2016) states, “mid-level leadership is key to a functioning university and it is important 
that mid-level leaders feel they have the tools and resources they need in order to 
succeed” (p. xi).  
Directors must be agile enough to stay on top of rapidly changing, politically 
charged issues surrounding student aid programs, manage and train staff, 
constantly improve student service, and seamlessly coordinate the needs of 
students and parents with the needs of the institution and those of federal, state, 
and private funders – all without a rehearsal or a script (NASFAA, 2015, pg vii)  
Twombly and Moore (1991) state, “administrative roles are important, powerful positions 
that determine to a great extent who is taught, what is taught, and when and where it is 
taught” (p. 506). Given how important the financial aid office is to a college or 
university, and how critical the role of the financial aid director is to the efficiency of the 
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financial aid office, there is a need to study the behavioral characteristics and primary 
role required to be an effective director of financial aid.   
 The purpose of this study will be to explore what behavioral characteristics are 
used most for directors of financial aid who are members of the Coalition of State 
Universities Aid Administrators (COSUAA), so we may determine the primary role 
director plays. Without further knowledge on the primary characteristics and role of a 
financial aid director, institutions of higher education will put issues such as enrollment, 
retention rates, and accreditation at risk by not having the right people in the right 
positions.  
Introduction to Methodology 
 This study uses a survey of financial aid directors who serve as members of the 
Coalition of State Universities Aid Administrators (COSUAA). The purpose of the 
survey is to ascertain if financial aid directors identify themselves as an educator, a 
leader, or a manager, and if there is a difference among financial aid directors’ self-
perception on these behavioral characteristics. The survey will also help identify which 
student affairs domain (educator, leader, or manager) best describes the daily activities of 
a financial aid director, as well as which student affairs domain is most essential to 
possess for an aspiring director of financial aid.  
 The survey used in this study is based on the theoretical perspective and research 
of Winston et al. (2001), as adapted by Elkins (2006) in his research of Chief Student 
Affairs Officers and whether they primarily identify as an educator, a leader, or a 
manager.  
Theoretical Perspective 
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 As previously discussed, the financial aid director will be called upon to be an 
educator, a leader, and a manager at some point during their time as the person in charge 
of the department. To better understand which of the roles a financial aid director 
considers themselves to play primarily, the conceptual framework outlined by Elkins 
(2006) during his research on student affairs officers will serve as the theoretical 
perspective behind this study. Elkins (2006) pulls from Winston et al. (2001) to define 
student affairs as “the organizational structure or unit within an institution responsible for 
students’ out-of-class life and learning” (p. 17). This definition provided by Elkins 
(2006), along with the work of Winston et al. (2001), outlines that financial aid is 
frequently included under the scope of student affairs administration. Even though the 
organizational structure of the financial aid office may or may not have the director of 
financial aid reporting to student affairs, the definition and structure of the Elkins (2006) 
study is directly in line with the research performed in this study on directors of financial 
aid since they are both focused on mid-level leadership positions within a college or 
university. 
 Elkins’ (2006) work also pulls from Winston et al. (2001) on the idea that student 
affairs administration focuses on three roles or domains: an educator, a leader, and a 
manager (p. 12). Winston et al. (2001) (as cited in Elkins 2006) highlights that the 
educator domain is identified by behavioral characteristics such as advising, coaching, 
collaborating, evaluating, and learning. The leader domain is identified by behavioral 
characteristics such as clarifying roles and objectives, consulting, delegating, informing, 
monitoring, networking, and problem-solving. The manager domain is identified by 
behavioral characteristics such as supervising, decision-making, controlling, 
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coordinating, and administering. Each of the behavioral characteristics for each of the 
domains is defined below. 
Definition of Terms 
 Ability: An acquired or natural capacity or talent that enables an individual to perform 
a particular job or task successfully (BusinessDictionary.com, accessed February 20, 
2016).  
 College/University: For the purpose of this study, college and university refer to all 
institutions of higher education that receive and disburse Title IV Funding to students.  
 Competence: A cluster of related abilities, commitments, knowledge, and skills that 
enable a person (or an organization) to act effectively in a job or situation 
(BusinessDictionary.com, accessed February 20, 2016).  
 Educator: one who promotes student learning and community development (Elkins, 
2006; Winston et al., 2001) 
 Financial Aid: any grant, scholarship, loan, or paid employment that is offered to help 
a student pay for college expenses (NYSFAAA) 
 Financial Aid Advisor/Counselor: college or university employees that help award 
and disburse financial aid awards to students. For the purpose of this study, a 
financial aid advisor or counselor includes entry-level professionals, not financial aid 
directors, associate directors, or assistant directors. 
 Financial Aid Director: For the purpose of this study, a financial aid director is the 
top employment position in the financial aid office that is responsible for managing 
and leading the entire financial aid office, as well as reporting to and working with 
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the higher leadership positions at the college or university such as the president 
and/or vice presidents.  
 Leader: one who provides vision to accomplish a task or activity (Elkins, 2006; 
Winston et al., 2001) 
 Manager: one who coordinates people and/or resources to achieve a goal (Elkins, 
2006); Winston et al., 2001).  
 Merit-based Financial Aid: Aid that is based on a student’s skill or ability. Example: 
a grant given based on a student’s high grades. (FSA Glossary) 
 Need-based Financial Aid: Aid that is based on a student’s financial need. Example: a 
grant given based on a student’s low income. (FSA Glossary 
https://studentaid.ed.gov/sa/glossary#top) 
 Skill(s): An ability and capacity acquired through deliberate, systematic, and 
sustained effort to smoothly and adaptively carryout complex activities or job 
functions involving ideas (cognitive skills), things (technical skills), and/or people 
(interpersonal skills) (BusinessDictionary.com, accessed February 20, 2016).   
 Student Affairs: the organizational structure within an institution of higher education 
that is responsible for a student’s out-of-classroom life and learning (Winston et al. 
2001) 
 Title IV Funding: Funding from federal student aid programs administered by the 
U.S. Department of Education. 
 Behavioral Characteristics of Educators: Behavioral characteristics of educators as 
defined by Winston et al. (2001). 
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o Lecturing: verbally presenting facts, theories, and/or information; relating 
personal experiences; telling someone how to do something; providing 
examples through illustration; reporting on research.  
o Demonstrating: explaining a theory or principle by displaying behavior or 
manipulating equipment; teaching a process; exhibiting an approach.    
o Advising: listening to interests or concerns; helping to connect with 
available resources; explaining institutional rules, regulations, and 
procedures; initiating cooperative problem solving; challenging 
unexamined assumptions, beliefs, and prejudices; providing emotional 
support.  
o Coaching: showing how to do something; offering suggestions and 
feedback about quality of performance; providing opportunities for 
practice; praising exemplary performance.  
o Modeling: showing by example; allowing observation of one’s self. 
o Facilitating: helping to make meaning of experiences; encouraging 
expression of feelings and examination of effects to others; encouraging 
discussion of ideas and examination of repercussions; enabling 
independent decision making.  
o Learning: studying and analyzing one’s self to gain knowledge and skills. 
o Researching: seeking to understand facts, theories, or conditions through 
systemic inquiry.  
o Evaluating: critiquing ideas or performances with a standard of 
excellence; correcting mistakes or errors.  
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o Collaborating: engaging with others to accomplish a shared goal; joining 
others in solving a problem or learning new material; participating in a 
collective process.  
o Structuring: explaining material to others by providing assignments or 
tasks; providing exercises or opportunities for practice; identifying 
resources; offering a framework for examination of ideas, beliefs, and 
values; creating or reinforcing an environment conducive to learning.  
 Behavioral Characteristics of Leaders: Behavioral characteristics of leaders as 
defined by Winston et al. (2001) 
o Planning and organizing: identifying long-term objectives and strategies; 
allocating resources to priorities; assigning staff responsibilities; 
improving coordination and effectiveness of an organizational unit.  
o Problem Solving: identifying and examining work-related problems; 
decisively implementing solutions to problems.  
o Clarifying roles and objectives: assigning tasks to staff; providing 
direction to staff on how to perform responsibilities; clearly 
communicating responsibilities, deadlines, and performance expectations.   
o Informing: communicating relevant information about decisions, plans, 
and events; answering requests for information.  
o Monitoring: collecting information about work situations and external 
conditions; checking on the progress and quality of work; evaluating the 
performance of individuals and units.  
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o Motivating and inspiring: using influence techniques that appeal to 
emotion or logic to generate enthusiasm, commitment to work tasks, 
compliance with requests for cooperation, assistance, support, or 
resources.   
o Consulting: checking with people before making changes that could affect 
them; encouraging suggestions for improvement; inviting participation in 
decision making; incorporating ideas of others.  
o Delegating: disseminating responsibility to subordinates so they may have 
discretion in carrying out activities, handling problems, and making 
important decisions.  
o Supporting: being friendly, considerate, helpful, and patient; showing 
empathy and support when someone is upset; listening to complaints and 
problems; looking out for another’s interests.   
o Developing and mentoring: providing coaching and helpful career advice; 
facilitating the acquisition of staff skills, professional development, and 
career advancement.  
o Managing conflict and team building: facilitating constructive resolution 
of conflict; encouraging cooperation and teamwork within the unit.  
o Networking: informal socialization; developing contacts with people who 
are sources of information or support; maintaining contact over time.  
o Recognizing: providing praise and recognition for effective performance, 
significant achievement, and special contribution.  
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o Rewarding: providing or recommending tangible rewards for effective 
performance, significant achievement, and demonstrated competence.  
 Behavioral Characteristics of Managers: Behavioral characteristics of managers 
as defined by Winston et al. (2001)  
o Supervising: improving the performance of subordinates by analyzing 
work behaviors and developing strategies to build on strengths and 
overcome weaknesses.   
o Planning and organizing: devising short-term plans; developing budgets; 
translating long-term plans into operational goals; recommending and 
developing policies and procedures.  
o Decision making: making decisions in unstructured situations with 
incomplete information; meeting the demands of new situations by 
authorizing deviations form policies and procedures.   
o Monitoring indicators: examining internal and external factors that may 
affect the unit, institution, or students.  
o Controlling: developing schedules; assessing benefits and costs of 
programs and services; analyzing operational effectiveness. 
o Representing: answering questions; responding to complaints; promoting 
a positive image of the unit and institution.  
o Coordinating: communicating with internal and external people; meeting 
schedules and deadlines; solving problems; maintaining a working 
relationship with peers; mediating disagreements and conflict between 
individuals.  
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o Consulting: acting as an expert advisor or troubleshooter for others; 
keeping current with developments in the field; introducing new 
techniques and technologies into the organization. 
o Administering: performing basic activities such as locating information on 
policies and procedures; analyzing routine information; maintaining 
detailed and accurate records and documents.  
Assumptions 
Assumptions of this study include:  
1. Directors of financial aid have been in their current position long enough to have 
established knowledge of the behavioral characteristics needed to perform their 
duties. Years of experience are gathered on the survey in order to identify new 
directors with less than a year’s experience.  
2. Directors of financial aid will provide complete and accurate answers to the best 
of their ability. Anonymity and confidentiality have been upheld, so participants 
are comfortable in answering honestly and accurately.  
3. The methodology of this study is the most appropriate in order to obtain the 
desired information. Based on other research of mid-level leadership positions in 
higher education, the selected methodology seems to be most suitable.  
Limitations 
Limitations of this study include:  
1. The survey group is confined to members of the Coalition of State University Aid 
Administrators (COSUAA). COSUAA is comprised of the chief student financial 
aid administrators at public four-year universities with enrollments of 10,000 or 
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more students; therefore results cannot be generally applied, but rather suggested, 
to other types of institutions.  
2. There are no distinctions made between the behavioral characteristics and student 
affairs administration domains for a director of financial aid at a four-year 
university, versus a two-year college.  
3. The study was conducted over two weeks in the summer of 2019, so the answers 
to survey questions could be dependent on conditions and external factors during 
that timeframe.  
4. Common limitation of researcher bias regarding interview and survey questions.  
Delimitations 
Delimitations of this study include:  
1. Only financial aid directors who are members of COSUAA were selected to 
participate in this study. This study can only be generalized for financial aid 
directors at public, four-year universities with enrollments of 10,000 or more 
students.  
2. This study only examines the roles of financial aid directors as educators, leaders, 
and managers. This study does not examine education, leadership, or 
management.  
3. The study only included survey questionnaires that were received before July 23, 
2019.  
Significance of the study 
 The significance and implications of this study can be seen throughout various 
levels of a college or university. On an individual level, an aspiring aid director can use 
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the findings of this research for personal use to know which behavioral characteristics 
will be most important to focus on if they want to become a director of financial aid. On a 
broader scale, a search committee charged with hiring a director of financial aid can use 
this research to create a hiring rubric, which will ensure that the chosen candidate is most 
likely to have the characteristics needed to become the director of financial aid. The 
research can also be used by other offices to better understand what a financial aid 
director does. Many of the decision-makers and other offices that interact with financial 
aid do not fully understand the role of a financial aid director, and this research could 
shed light on this particular position. This research can also better assist the executive 
level members with a better understanding of how to best use the director of financial aid 
in addressing many of the issues that face higher education today, such as increasing 
costs and questionable value.  
 Considering the enrollment, academic achievement, accreditation, and graduation 
rates can all be related to financial aid (Fuller, 2014; Woolf & Martinez, 2013), having a 
better understanding of the leader of that office can have an indirect effect on several 
important institutional benchmarks.  
Chapter Summary 
 The landscape of higher education is ever-evolving, and the financial aid office, in 
particular, has experienced drastic changes since its inception over 350 years ago (Fuller, 
2014). Today’s financial aid office must adapt and change in order to better address the 
issues facing higher education, such as federal, state, and institutional budget issues; 
decreasing enrollment; increasing tuition costs; and the inability for families to pay for 
college, to name a few (Bennet, 2015; Cejda & Jolley, 2013; Hoover, 2008; Miller, 
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2012). The functions of the financial aid office can also influence enrollment, academic 
achievement, accreditation, institutional policy, graduation rates, and overall student 
engagement in higher education (Fuller, 2014; Woolf & Martinez, 2013). While the 
director of financial aid is considered a mid-level manager, this position in particular now 
plays an important role in the institutional discussions about the current issues affecting 
higher education. The director of financial aid will be called upon to be a manager of the 
office, a leader within the university, as well as an educator to students, families, and 
colleagues across campus (Kurz & Scannell, 2003; NASFAA, 2015).  
 Given that the role of a financial aid director is not one that is standardized across 
institutions of higher education, a further look into the primary role of a financial aid 
director is necessary. Achieving this understanding of a director of financial aid will 
allow aspiring directors to be better prepared for the position, and will also allow for 
colleges and universities to have a better understanding of the necessary characteristics of 
an aid director.   
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CHAPTER II 
Introduction 
Chapter Overview  
 The following chapter will begin by providing an overview of the scholarly 
research conducted on financial aid over the past twenty years, followed by a context for 
the discussion on the importance of financial aid administration in higher education. A 
brief history of financial aid will be examined in order to better understand how the 
functions of the financial aid office and the financial aid director have changed over time. 
Then the chapter will take a more detailed look at the current roles and demographics of a 
financial aid director, how financial aid directors compare to other student affairs 
officers, and what their role is within enrollment management and the overall institution. 
An overview of the current issues affecting financial aid directors such as technology, 
budgets, cost, and staffing issues will frame the discussion of how financial aid directors 
relate to all three of the student affairs administration domains (educator, leader, and 
manager). Finally, the chapter will conclude with methodological issues of prior research, 
directions for future research, and a summary of the literature reviewed.   
Criteria for Selection 
 The articles chosen for this literature review were selected primarily from the 
eResources and Collections of the University of Nebraska Libraries. The primary 
database used for this research was Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC), 
however other online databases such as PsycInfo, Google Scholar, and Proquest database 
for dissertations and theses at UNL as well as the University of Pittsburgh were also used.  
Searches included the key terms: financial aid, financial aid director, student affairs, 
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leadership in higher education, financial aid leadership, financial aid competencies, 
financial aid advisor, and financial aid officer. The articles originally selected had a date 
of publication within the last five years and were also peer-reviewed; however, based on 
limited results, the search was expanded to include all scholarly writings on the topic of 
financial aid and financial aid directors.  
Overview of Financial Aid Scholarly Research 
 During the past twenty years, scholarly research on financial aid can be organized 
into two broad categories: 1) access and enrollment; and 2) persistence. While there are 
some outlying scholarly studies on financial aid, such as Long’s 2003 study on specific 
types of aid programs and policies; Lane’s 2003 study and Woolf’s 2012 study on the 
competencies and training needs of financial aid advisors; McKinney and Roberts’ 2012 
study on the role of community college financial aid counselors in helping students 
understand financial aid; Dobrota’s 2016 study on the impact of generation membership 
on job satisfaction of financial aid administrators; Brown’s 2002 study on the perceptions 
toward the use of technology in the delivery of financial aid services; Peterson’s 2011 
study on the certification of financial aid administrators; Boyd’s 2014 proposals to 
simplify the federal student aid system; and Walker’s 2001 study on the variations in 
salary and diversity amongst financial aid directors, the overwhelming majority of 
financial aid research can fall within one of the two categories above.  
 Access and enrollment. In terms of access and enrollment, researchers have 
examined the importance of receiving aid in order to attend college (Braunstein, 
McGrath, & Pescatrice, 1999; van der Klaauw, 2002; Bryant, 2016); the link between 
parental wealth, or low-income students, and college attendance (Keane and Wolpin, 
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2001; Buyyonouski, 2010); the effects of both need-and merit-based aid on applications 
and enrollment (Dynarski, 2000; Singell & Stone, 2002; Cornwell, Mustard, & Sridhar, 
2006); effects of merit-based aid on technical college enrollment (Lopez, 2016); how 
low-income, rural students use financial aid to make enrollment decisions (Lehman, 
2014); and how the type of aid program (in-kind subsidies, state appropriations, tuition 
credits) can drive college access (Toutkoushian & Shafiq, 2009), as well as enrollment 
decisions between private and public colleges (Long, 2003). The scholarly studies on 
access and affordability are important to understand how significant financial aid is to the 
overall landscape of higher education and how different populations of students are the 
beneficiaries of need-based aid, merit-based aid, and tuition subsidies. Financial aid plays 
an important role in determining who is able to pursue a higher education. Knowledge of 
how financial aid policies and programs can influence college access and enrollment is 
very important for institutions of higher education to understand if they are to become or 
remain competitive in today’s environment.  
 Persistence. In terms of persistence, researchers have examined the effects of 
financial aid on the persistence of nontraditional students at community colleges (Chen & 
Hossler, 2017); the role of financial aid in the persistence of youth aging out of foster 
care (Smit, 2015); the effects of financial aid on the persistence of freshman in attaining 
their bachelor’s degree within six years (Powell, 2002; Castleman & Page, 2014; 
Bettinger, 2004; Franke, 2012; Parker, 2018); the effects of financial aid on the 
persistence of community college students (Perry, 2015; Mendoza, Mendez, & Malcolm, 
2009; Brooks, 2016; Wine, 2011; Venezia, 2017); effect of need-based financial aid on 
the persistence of students into their second year (Alon, 2011; Goldrick-Rab, Harris, 
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Kelchen, & Benson, 2012); the effects of institutional financial aid on student persistence 
(McCready, 2001; Finger, 2013); the effects of financial aid on college stop-out and how 
reenrollment spells can affect graduation rates (DesJardins & McCall, 2010); and how 
financial aid suspension appeal interventions affect student persistence (Hollins, 2015). 
These studies are important to understand the impact of financial aid concerning the 
ability of a student to stay enrolled and achieve a degree. The studies indicate that there is 
a direct correlation between the amount of financial aid a student receives and their 
ability to persist and eventually graduate. Considering how important retention and 
graduation rates are to colleges and universities, understanding the relationship between 
financial aid and these institutional benchmarks is of the utmost importance.   
 Lack of scholarly research on the role of financial aid director. Over the last 
twenty years, the scholarly research conducted on financial aid can mostly be 
summarized into the topics of access and enrollment, and persistence, with little to no 
research on the role of the financial aid director. The only studies found within the past 
twenty years that touch on the role or competencies needed for financial aid staff would 
be 1) Lane (2003) who studied the educational needs of financial aid administrators as 
perceived by financial aid directors, and 2) Woolf (2012) who studied competencies for 
financial aid officers.  However, neither of these studies evaluated the role of the 
financial aid director. Therefore, after a review of the literature, there were no studies in 
the past twenty years that dealt specifically with the role of a financial aid director.  
 If the search is extended beyond the twenty-year threshold, several scholarly 
studies do appear. The most relevant study would be Humphrey (1994), who determined 
if college administrators noted a difference between the importance of various role tasks 
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and the actual role of the director of financial aid. Sullivan (1984) studied the functions 
and qualifications of financial aid directors in Washington state community colleges. 
Heath (1976) established a career profile for financial aid directors and studied the 
financial aid practices of financial aid directors in the Midwest region.  Vaughn (1990) 
studied how technology changed the role of financial aid directors at two-year colleges. 
Robins and Pillippe (1988) studied the differences between actual and desired roles of 
directors of financial aid. Similarly, Robins (1985) determined the effect of formal 
education and academic background on the actual and desired roles of a financial aid 
director. Sebree (1980) studied women who served in financial aid administration roles, 
but this study included not only financial aid directors, but also associate directors, 
assistant directors, and financial aid counselors.  
 While these former studies were more relevant to the current study on the role of 
financial aid directors, none of the previous studies determine if the role of a financial aid 
director is primarily an educator, a leader, or a manager. These studies are also now dated 
as the role of the financial aid director has changed over time to adapt to the changing 
environment of higher education.  
Context of the Importance of Financial Aid 
Financial aid has become a normal part of college life in the United States, with 
the majority of students being responsible for applying for and obtaining funding before 
attending college. Financial aid awarded to first-time, full-time students seeking a degree 
at a 4-year public school increased a total of 11.7 percent from the 2000-2001 school year 
to the 2013-2014 school year (NCES, 2016).  In 2017-2018, undergraduate and graduate 
students received a total of $252.9 billion in all forms of aid, including grants, loans, 
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work-study, and federal tax credits (College Board, 2018). Not only has the number of 
students receiving aid increased, but the demographics of students receiving aid has also 
become more diverse. Students from low-income families, students from high-income 
families, part-time students, online students, older/non-traditional students, even students 
without a high school diploma are all receiving financial aid (Dynarski & Scott-Clayton, 
2013). In an effort to make higher education both accessible and affordable to everyone, 
financial aid has changed dramatically over the years. The results have been an increase 
in the number and type of student receiving aid, an increase in government control, as 
well as an increase in the number of aid programs, policies, and procedures to which the 
financial aid office must adhere. The current landscape of financial aid requires that aid 
offices not only perform their basic function of helping students apply for and obtain 
funding for their education, but aid offices must also obey strict federal, state, and 
institutional policies and procedures while simultaneously paying attention to other 
institutional goals such as enrollment and net tuition revenue. McCoy (2015) discussed 
the increased workload and administrative burden of financial aid offices by stating, 
“Financial aid administrators have had to adjust quickly – sometimes with only short 
notice – to unforeseen program changes” (p. 222).  
Knowing and understanding the role of financial aid within a university is vital, 
considering that the financial aid office contributes to enrollment, retention, accreditation, 
graduation rates, and institutional policies (Fuller, 2014; Woolf & Martinez, 2013). 
Considering that many of the problems facing higher education today revolve around 
issues such as decreasing enrollment rates, declining government financial support, 
increasing tuition and fees, and a decline in a student’s ability to pay, the financial aid 
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office is an important part of the higher education discussion. More specifically, 
understanding the role of leadership in the financial aid office will be important for the 
overall success of the office of financial aid as well as the overall success of the 
university. Due to the changing demands of students, families, institutions, and federal 
and state governments, as well as the challenges faced by institutions of higher education, 
the leader of the financial aid office plays an important role in colleges and universities 
across the country. Dynarski and Scott-Clayton (2013) stated, “The increasing size and 
complexity of the nation’s student aid system has generated questions about the 
effectiveness, heightened confusion among students and parents, and raised concerns 
about how program rules may interact” (p 67). Financial aid has become such a complex 
maze of programs and responsibilities that strong leadership of this office is vital to make 
the system more understandable and manageable from all aspects.  
History of Financial Aid 
Early Days 
Understanding the history of financial aid is an important part of comprehending 
both the present and future of financial aid in higher education. Financial aid was initially 
established to help “needy and worthy” students attend college (Van Dusen & O’Hearne, 
1973, p. 4), and can be traced back to the 1640s with Harvard University’s first endowed 
scholarship. This initial move by Harvard in providing money to poor students, sparked 
other elite colleges to begin a pursuit in philanthropy towards students (Fuller, 2014). The 
idea of financial aid as a philanthropic effort was the norm until the 1830s when Harvard 
once again moved the world of financial aid forward by establishing a private lending 
agency that created loans for students (Fuller, 2014). The establishment of this loan 
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program was a new way of expanding the reach of higher education to more Americans. 
The early 1900s saw the professionalization of academic fields such as psychology, law, 
and engineering, and this led to many professional agencies looking for a way to identify 
the most promising students in order to award scholarships (Fuller, 2014). This desire to 
rank student academically led to the creation of the Scholastic Aptitude Test (S.A.T.) in 
1934 as the country’s first exam intended to identify students that would receive 
scholarships (Fuller, 2014). The development of the S.A.T. was the first shift away from 
awarding financial aid based on need and instead based financial aid on merit.  
G.I. Bill   
Before World War II, students were largely responsible for paying their own way 
through college, and any funding available to students was awarded from individual 
institutions or private entities (Fuller, 2014).  The type of financial aid system in place 
just a few generations ago is vastly different from what we know today, and one of the 
most influential moments that transformed financial aid in higher education was the 
introduction of Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, better known as the GI Bill. The 
passing of the GI Bill in 1944 was a major turning point for financial aid in moving aid 
away from local philanthropy towards our current government-controlled system (Fuller, 
2014). Since the GI Bill allowed students to attend college with federally funded dollars, 
institutions of higher education no longer needed to provide their students with as much 
need-based aid, so endowments were repurposed into scholarships intended to attract 
students based on academic, athletic, or other special talents (Van Dunsen & O’Hearne, 
1973). The introduction of the GI Bill also gave students who may have been previously 
denied the opportunity to go to college, a chance to study in higher education.  Therefore, 
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colleges were required to accommodate a larger number of students from different social 
classes than what they were used to (Fuller, 2014). The GI Bill is also the creation of 
financial aid administrators. “The G.I. bill provided impetus for the professionalization of 
the student financial aid administrator’s role. Institutions needed trained administrative 
professionals to manage the revenues and bureaucracy of the massive federal investment 
in higher education” (Fuller, 2014, p. 50).  
Higher Education Act of 1965 
Financial Aid in the United States experienced unprecedented growth after the 
G.I. Bill of 1944.  Institutions experienced higher enrollment, greater financial 
investments, and also increased government control. More government provisions, such 
as the 1952 reauthorization of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944 and the 
National Defense Education Act of 1958, continued to expand the financing of higher 
education. Although these provisions changed the face of financial aid by creating what is 
now known as the Federal Direct Loan System, among other things, the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 is arguably the most pivotal piece of legislation affecting higher 
education in the United States (Fuller, 2014). This act requires any institution 
administering Title IV aid to abide by federal standards in regards to accreditation and 
institutional quality (Fuller, 2014). This Act also established that student loans be backed 
by the U.S. government, which would later receive an interest subsidy while students 
were enrolled in college during the 1972 reauthorization of the Act. The 1972 
reauthorization of the Higher Education Act of 1965 also established a need-based grant 
known as the Educational Opportunity Grant, which is a switch back to need-based 
funding that was the original focus of financial aid (Fuller, 2014). This Act continued to 
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see reauthorizations over the years, all the way up to the present day. The administrative 
burden placed on financial aid offices via the Higher Education Act of 1965, and its 
subsequent reauthorizations, further cemented the role of the financial aid administrator 
within the university setting. Overall, since the passing of the Higher Education Act of 
1965, undergraduate enrollment has more than doubled, with the average financial aid 
awarded has more than tripled (Dynarski & Scott-Clayton, 2013).  Even though the 
average financial aid awarded has tripled since the introduction of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965, the most recent trend shows federal funding is on the decline.  
Current Landscape 
Federal expenditures on both grants and loans peaked in the 2010-2011 school 
year and have been steadily decreasing ever since (College Board, 2016). This reduction 
of federal aid places more strain on the colleges and universities to help close the 
financial gap for students and their families. As Dowling (1998) stated, instead of 
enabling enrollment, financial aid is now determining enrollment. There has also been a 
change in the type of aid being provided by institutions of higher education. More 
specifically, in the decade between 1994-2004, there was a major shift away from need-
based aid in favor of merit-based aid (Heller, 2004). States and schools alike began to 
award students based on academic achievement rather than financial need, which 
provides a disproportionate amount of funding to students who would have attended 
college without any public assistance (Heller, 2004). Financial aid philosophies can vary 
greatly between states, with some state grants being awarded based on merit while others 
are strictly based on need. The economic downturn of 2007 also affected the current 
landscape of financial aid and higher education (Gupton, 2014). The sluggish economy 
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fueled online learning, provided an increase in adult learners who may have lost a job, 
and also created a higher need for public funding from all sources. The history of 
financial aid, with the ups and downs of federal funding, the change in funding 
philosophy between need-based and merit-based aid, as well as the targeted audience of 
aid programs, shows that the role of the financial aid office has grown and changed 
drastically within the past fifty years. 
Founding Principles and Practices of Financial Aid 
The increase of college-goers receiving financial aid over the past several decades 
can be attributed to more government control of financial aid programs, expanding the 
outreach of programs beyond traditional college students, and a change of philosophy 
between need-based aid and merit-based aid (Dynarski & Scott-Clayton, 2013). As the 
history of financial aid shows, there have been numerous pieces of legislation, as well as 
initiatives by individual universities, that have changed the programs, policies, and 
procedures of financial aid offices across the country. In the past, financial aid 
administrators have struggled with agreeing upon one set of principles and practices that 
would apply to the entire field (Van Dusen & O’Hearne, 1973). However, regardless of 
the changes that occur over time within financial aid, there are a set of principles that 
should always be at the foundation of what aid administrators do.  
The fundamental principle that should guide all financial aid offices is that the 
student comes first. Financial aid should be administered in a student-centered 
environment, where the interest of the student comes above the interest of any other party 
(Baumhoff, 2015; Van Dusen & O’Hearne, 1973). More specifically, there should be 
fairness and equity for students with an emphasis on underrepresented and underserved 
36 
 
groups (NASFAA, 2014). Another guiding principle is that the focus of all financial aid 
should be to provide funding to students who would otherwise not be able to afford a 
higher education (NASFAA, 2014; Van Dusen & O’Hearne, 1973). Essentially, aid 
offices should make sure that need-based aid is at the forefront of their efforts and also 
encourage and advocate for increased access to higher education (NASFAA, 2014; Van 
Dusen & O’Hearne 1973). The principles of financial aid also allow offices to evaluate 
and reevaluate aid based on the student’s specific needs. There should be flexibility in a 
financial aid office’s ability to respond to the financial needs of their students (NASFAA, 
2014). These principles have stood the test of time, originally being adopted by colleges 
after being published by the College Scholarship Service, and still being advocated for 
today by the National Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators (NASFAA).  
However, with the changing times, several principles have become a part of 
today’s financial aid climate which were not in existence decades ago. Principles such as 
promoting the use of technology whenever possible and encouraging simplicity in the 
financial aid application process (NASFAA, 2014). NASFAA (2014) also advocates for 
minimizing student indebtedness, promoting college savings and financial education, as 
well as supporting policies that would be able to address the needs of disadvantaged 
students. These principles may not have been relevant or as prominent in the 1960s or 
1970s when aid offices began to develop their place within higher education.  
The fundamental principles that were established for financial aid offices are 
mostly still relevant and being upheld in today’s colleges and universities, however as the 
student population has become larger and more diverse, and as advancements in 
technology have grown, there has been an addition of many principles regarding the way 
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financial aid is administered. As the core principles that shape financial aid change over 
time, the role of the financial aid director must also change so they can adapt their offices 
accordingly to reflect their commitment to the overall goals and mission of financial aid 
in higher education.  
The Financial Aid Director 
Role of the Financial Aid Director 
  Financial aid directors play multiple roles within their office and the university as 
a whole. Directors must be able to educate students, manage staff, be proficient with 
technology, problem solve, manage budgets, network, and implement regulations, to 
name a few. As the agenda of financial aid has changed over the years from a focus on 
need-based aid intended to achieve universal access and choice, to now a heavily 
regulated government entity with a requirement to also focus on an institution's net 
tuition revenue goals, the role of the financial aid director has also changed. 
 There are many roles that a financial aid director must play in order to be a 
successful leader. First is the role of customer service and educating students, which is 
arguably one of the most important roles considering that putting the student first is a 
fundamental principle of the financial aid profession. Although a financial aid director 
may be removed from the day to day trenches of assisting students with their questions 
and concerns, the director must always have a handle on the needs of students and their 
families (Kurz & Scannell, 2003; Wick, 2012). Many students and families are hesitant to 
discuss sensitive financial issues and can become defensive very quickly, therefore being 
able to counsel students and families by providing information in a clear, understandable, 
and prompt manner is a very important part of the financial aid director role (Wick, 
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2012). With declining federal and state financial support, colleges and universities are 
often unable to meet the financial need of students, so meeting other needs and 
expectations through effective communication is as important as ever (Kurz & Scannell, 
2003; Wick, 2012).  
In today’s colleges and universities, the financial aid director must be well versed 
with technology and technological resources (Kurz & Scannell, 2003; Wick, 2012). 
Being able to streamline and make processes more efficient, making applications and 
award letter paperless, and creating reports on student aid data, are a few ways that a 
financial aid director can use technology in creating efficiency within the office. The 
director must be comfortable navigating the financial aid management system or database 
while constantly looking for ways to improve their processes through advancements in 
technological resources. Using data effectively in order to meet institutional goals is also 
expected of the financial aid director. Directors must be able to identify trends, anticipate 
costs, and monitor activity (Kurz & Scannell, 2003), which cannot be achieved without 
technological knowhow.  
The financial aid director is also in charge of understanding and managing all 
federal, state, and institutional regulations. Ensuring compliance with federal regulations, 
in particular, is vital for an institution's sustainability because, without federal 
compliance, a university risks losing all Title IV funding. Compliance with regulations is 
a major role expected of the financial aid director. Wick (2012) summed up the 
magnitude of managing federal regulations by stating:  
Year-round Pell (started then almost immediately eliminated), changes to 
verification, updates to Satisfactory Academic Progress policies, gainful 
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employment reporting, and other regulations not related to awarding aid (and 
likely involving other offices) such as incentive compensation and 
misrepresentation are just a partial list of recent, significant changes to federal aid 
policies (p. 47).  
The role of the financial aid director to serve as a compliance officer is critical, and a 
responsibility that will take up a lot of his or her time. Creating a network with other 
members of the state or national financial aid organizations, reaching out to other 
financial aid directors, and conducting regular research on regulations is often a daily task 
for the director of financial aid.  
 Being an effective communicator is yet another role that the director of financial 
aid must play in order to properly lead the office (Kurz & Scannell, 2003; Wick, 2012). 
Although being an effective communicator may seem overused or cliché, there is a 
reason that having strong communication skills is listed in nearly every job description 
posted for a director of financial aid position. Financial aid directors are an integral piece 
of the puzzle for students and families, as well as the office and institution, so being able 
to communicate effectively with these different (and oftentimes conflicting) parties is of 
the utmost importance. Not only do the majority of students need financial aid in order to 
achieve their higher education goals, but other offices on campus, such as admissions, 
bursar/billing, and the registrar, also need financial aid information in order to perform 
parts of their jobs.  This level of engagement with others requires that the director of 
financial aid be able to translate financial aid jargon and discuss complex information to 
various audiences. Providing information to individuals outside of the financial aid office 
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is a daily task for the director of financial aid (Wick, 2012), and a task that must be done 
effectively and efficiently to accomplish any goal.   
Finally, considering that many aid offices around the country are understaffed, or 
lacking the experience needed to be a self-sufficient office (Kurz & Scannell, 2003; 
Wick, 2012) the financial aid director is required to play the role of manager, leader, and 
a team player in an environment that may not be ideal. Motivating staff, ensuring 
accurate processing, delegating responsibility, providing necessary training opportunities, 
and managing budgets are a few of the supervisory roles that a financial aid director must 
perform. Although the financial aid director will provide supervisory assistance to his or 
her staff year-round, the role of leader and manager will be especially important during 
peak times for both processing and counseling (Wick, 2012). Given the constantly 
changing environment of financial aid, and the requirement to provide excellent customer 
service to both students and families, the ability of a financial aid director to ensure that 
his or her staff have the proper tools, knowledge, and motivation needed to perform their 
jobs is an essential responsibility. Along with being a leader and manager, the director of 
financial aid must also be an effective team member with other offices on campus in 
order to reach institutional goals and objectives (Kurz & Scannell, 2003). A director must 
ensure that the financial aid office is partnering with admissions in order to achieve 
enrollment goals, partnering with the billing office regarding charges for tuition and fees, 
and also partnering with the registrar to assist with retention efforts. The role of the 
financial aid office within the university is far reaching and the director of financial aid 
must be prepared to be looked to for information on college choice and access, 
persistence and completion, as well as pricing and net tuition revenue. The financial aid 
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director has an important role within institutional leadership (Dowling, 1998). 
Considering the type of information that the aid director has access to, such as income 
and demographic data, as well as knowledge on the impact of different aid types, they are 
an essential piece at the table when setting institutional goals and objectives (Dowling, 
1998).  
Requirements to be a Financial Aid Director 
Twombly and Moore (1991) stated, “Administrative roles are important, powerful 
positions that determine to a great extent who is taught, what is taught, and when and 
where it is taught” (p. 506). Those people who rise to the administrative role within the 
financial aid office hold a powerful position within the world of higher education, 
therefore understanding the requirements to hold this position is very important. The role 
of the financial aid director has become increasingly complex over the years; however, 
there is little to no formal preparation for the position. Wick (2012) states, “Today’s 
financial aid director wears many hats: counselor, manager of budgets, supervisor, 
implementer of regulations, and keeper of data, to name a few” (p. 46), but goes on to 
mention that there is not a college degree that leads people into a career in financial aid. 
The National Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators (NASFAA) recently 
began a series professional credentials called NASFAA U which allows financial aid 
administrators the opportunity to train and master content on different areas of financial 
aid such as cost of attendance, direct loans, federal methodology, and administrative 
capability, to name a few.  However, many of these modules are geared towards new 
financial aid officers who are just entering the profession. Considering the lack of formal 
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training, knowing what skills are needed to successfully navigate all of the roles played 
by a director of financial aid, and how those skills are acquired is important.  
Job descriptions. In order to understand the skills required of a financial aid 
director, job descriptions found on HigherEdJobs.com were reviewed. The search, which 
was performed on April 30, 2019, included director level jobs posted at four-year 
colleges and universities in the United States. Any job posted for an Associate or 
Assistant Director of Financial Aid was excluded from the search; however, one position 
included was titled Executive Director. Eight open positions fit these criteria, and they 
were located in various states in all regions of the United States. Five of the eight 
colleges required a bachelor’s degree, with the other three requiring a master’s degree. 
All eight schools required some years of experience within the financial aid office; 
however, the ranges varied with the average requirement being a minimum of four years 
of experience directly related to financial aid. One college in Virginia only required three 
to five years of experience, while a school in New Mexico had a minimum requirement 
of seven to ten years of experience.  
Aside from education and years of experience, the most commonly mentioned 
requirement was knowledge of federal financial aid regulations, with all eight schools 
listing this as a prerequisite for employment. Proficiency with technology, 
communication skills (both verbal and written), supervisory experience, and analytical 
skills were also consistently mentioned in the job descriptions. There were outliers in the 
job descriptions with one school outlining the physical demands of prolonged computer 
use, and another required availability to work evenings and weekends with travel as 
needed. Although some job descriptions were more detailed than others, the basic 
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requirements were the same throughout. These requirements are in line with the 
previously discussed roles that financial aid directors are required to perform today.   
 Characteristics and career paths. In a survey conducted by NASFAA in 2015, 
fifty-two percent of financial aid personnel held a bachelor’s degree, with thirty-two 
percent having a master’s. Of this group of respondents, sixty-eight percent had six or 
more years of experience in financial aid, with forty-three percent of that experience 
being ten years or more years (NASFAA, 2016). The data collected by NASFAA in 
2015, is very comparable to the data collected by Hills (1988) in a 1985 study. The 
similar results between NASFAA (2015) and Hills (1988) are an indication that the 
average education and years of experience amongst financial aid personnel are consistent 
over time. The majority of financial aid directors also work their way up through the 
lower job levels within the financial aid office, frequently having worked at more than 
one institution (Hills, 1988). This hands-on experience at different levels within the 
financial aid office, along with training activities such as state, regional, or national 
conferences and workshops, is the typical path a financial aid officer makes on their way 
to becoming a director.    
Demographics of financial aid directors. The National Association of Student 
Financial Aid Administrators (NASFAA) provides a benchmarking survey each year for 
financial aid administrators and offices. This report identifies key factors, such as 
salaries, staff size, and administrative capacity, which can impact financial aid. The 2017 
benchmarking survey showed that fifteen percent of male respondents identified as either 
the director of financial aid or a senior-level institutional leader, compared to only nine 
percent for their female counterparts. The percentage of female directors is not in line 
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with the overall makeup of the financial aid office, with seventy-nine percent of financial 
aid employees being female. Over seventy percent of respondents were White, with 
African-American/Black respondents making up nine percent, followed by 
Hispanic/Latino, making up eight percent of respondents. The benchmarking survey also 
shows that seven percent of respondents hold an associate’s degree, forty-seven percent 
hold a bachelor’s degree, thirty-eight percent hold a master’s degree, one percent hold a 
professional degree (J.D.), and one percent hold a doctorate degree (Ph.D., Ed.D.).  
Issues Currently Affecting Financial Aid Directors 
 The issues that are currently challenging financial aid directors today include 
increasing tuition and fees, decreasing state and institutional budgets, a decreasing 
college applicant pool, and a decreasing ability for families to pay for college. However, 
research also shows, there are issues such as technology advancements, understaffed 
offices, significant changes to financial aid application timeline, and the inability to find 
qualified directors of financial aid.  
 Budget Cuts and Staffing Issues. Funding provided to colleges and universities 
has seen a drastic cut from both the federal and state levels. From 2008 to 2012, public 
sector funding for higher education decreased over $7 billion, even though full-time 
equivalent enrollment increased by 15.6 percent over that same time period (Landry & 
Neubauer, 2016). Landry and Neubauer (2016) also estimate that state support for higher 
education declined anywhere from 14.8 to 69.4 percent across all 50 states between 1980-
2011. These types of cuts at both the federal and state levels, leave colleges and 
universities struggling to make ends meet.  
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During the 2009-2010 school year, the majority of college financial aid offices 
saw a cut to their operating budgets, and as a result, an increase in their workload 
(NASFAA, 2010). Cuts to an operating budget require that financial aid directors 
establish strategies for reducing costs. Some of the most common strategies of reducing 
costs included cutting travel, reducing office supplies and equipment, forgoing salary or 
cost of living increases, reducing staff training, and hiring freezes (NASFAA, 2010). The 
direct and indirect implications of these cost-cutting measures can have a big effect on 
financial aid offices and the ability or desire for staff to perform their jobs.  
NASFAA (2008) conducted a job satisfaction survey that was used to identify the 
job environment of financial aid advisors, how satisfied financial aid advisors were with 
their jobs, how campus administrators view financial aid functions, and if financial aid 
gets respect and appreciation from other offices on campus. The results of this survey 
found that only forty percent believe their office is adequately staffed, and only thirty-
seven percent consider their budgets adequate enough to provide necessary services to 
students. A more recent benchmarking survey conducted by NASFAA (2017) concluded 
that the ratio of staff to students has decreased over time, and many financial aid 
administrators cannot perform beyond the minimum requirements outlined by law due to 
the increase in mandatory tasks required to stay in compliance. McKinney and Roberts 
(2012) also surveyed financial aid counselors at community colleges in California, 
Florida, and Texas, and they were able to identify that financial aid counselors do not 
have the time or resources to provide every single student the information needed to 
make informed financial aid decisions. This inability to provide students with the 
necessary information stems from the fact that over seventy percent of the participants 
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had financial aid counselor-to-student ratios of one counselor for every 1,000 students (or 
higher). These surveys and studies show that inadequate budgets and staffing issues are a 
few of the challenges facing directors of financial aid today.  
The NASFAA (2008) job satisfaction survey also found that less than half of 
financial aid advisors felt their campus senior administrators understand and appreciate 
the complexity of financial aid. This disconnect between financial aid staff and senior 
administrators at an institution demonstrates the leadership role that a director of financial 
aid must play in bridging that divide.  
Enrollment. Dowling (1998) discussed how the decline of high school-aged 
students during the 1990s created a need to reevaluate the office of financial aid and its 
traditional operational role. Dowling (1998) also mentioned that financial aid directors 
are required to have an even greater leadership role within the institution and also be able 
to address the culture of a “buyers’ market” and have ideas about marketing, promotion, 
and enrollment yield. 
Technology. During the three year timeframe between 2006 and 2009, online 
enrollment increased by approximately 3.6 million students (Gupton, 2014). A slow 
economy fueled the need for online learning, and as colleges and universities began 
changing to meet the needs of their students, the scrutiny of accrediting agencies and the 
federal government also ensued (Gupton, 2014). These changes to the traditional learning 
approach and the scrutiny of online programs affect financial aid. If an online program is 
not accredited or eligible for Title IV funding, then a student may not be able to receive 
financial aid to cover their cost. The changes in technology and the way students are 
learning created changes in how financial aid programs were administered. Not only does 
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technology require directors of financial aid to address new policy and procedure issues 
regarding program administration, but having students enroll in an online program 
provides a new avenue for people to perform financial aid fraud (Gupton, 2014). Having 
a student information system that can handle policy and procedure changes, as well as 
being able to identify potentially fraudulent interactions with students, is a reality for 
financial aid directors today.  
Financial aid student financial systems must also be compatible with various 
outside agencies and organizations at the institutional, state, and federal levels. There are 
multiple systems in place that operate the various financial aid programs, such as 
institutional scholarships, state grants, private student loans from various banks, and 
federal grants and loans. Each institution of higher education must have a student 
information system that is equipped to communicate with all of these outside agencies to 
ensure that financial aid programs are administered properly. Over twenty years ago, in 
1997, Cornelia M. Blanchette, Associate Director of Education and Employment Issues, 
made a statement in front of the U.S. Senate addressing the need for standard formatting 
of federal systems because technology has such a huge impact on financial aid. 
Technology, if not understood by the director of financial aid, can disseminate inaccurate 
information from various sources.  
Financial Aid Timeline. Beginning with the 2017-18 school year, the Obama 
administration enacted two major changes to the Free Application for Federal Student 
Aid (FAFSA). The first change, known as “Early FAFSA,” made the FAFSA application 
for 2017-18 available beginning October 1, 2016, which was a significant change from 
previous years when the application was not available until three months later, on January 
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1. The second change, known as “Prior-Prior Year” (PPY), required students and parents 
to report income and tax information from two years ago (prior-prior year) instead of 
from the previous year (prior year). Early FAFSA and PPY were and still are game-
changers for many colleges and universities.  
Having the FAFSA available three months earlier meant that many schools were 
changing priority deadlines and rushing to provide financial aid award letters to students 
much earlier than normal. Student information systems needed to be reconfigured in 
order to accommodate changes in policies as well as the production of financial aid award 
letters three to four months earlier than usual. This type of change to student information 
systems required directors of financial aid to collaborate with their information 
technology team as well as outside vendors (NASFAA, 2016). Marketing strategies and 
communication strategies had to be altered to educate students and their families on the 
new procedures properly. This type of adjustment to communications reached beyond 
financial aid and affected admissions offices and any other office involved with student 
outreach (NASFAA, 2016). Financial aid staff needed to be trained on how to understand 
and process prior-prior year tax information. Financial aid directors were required to 
identify how Early FAFSA and PPY may affect the workload of their staff and then take 
the necessary steps to inform or educate staff on these impending changes.  Many 
colleges and universities were also trying to coordinate their financial aid awarding 
timeline with that of their competitors. Some institutions were going to deliver financial 
aid award notices earlier than in years past, however other institutions were going to stay 
with their established timeframe regardless of the Early FAFSA. Financial aid directors 
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were required to know what their competitors were doing and try to make adjustments as 
needed in order to stay competitive (NASFAA, 2016). 
As a result of Early FAFSA and PPY, many directors of financial aid are still 
working with other offices and reevaluating institutional policies and procedures in order 
to make changes to their award letter processing, staffing needs, training requirements, 
and communications to students.  
Financial Aid Directors vs. Student Affairs Officers 
 Student affairs officers come from areas such as residence life, student 
activities/union, counseling, and the dean’s office (Sermersheim & Keim, 2005). These 
functional areas are similar to financial aid in that they provide non-classroom learning 
through programs and services in order to help students develop their full potential 
(Elkins, 2006). Sermersheim and Keim (2005) conducted a study of student affairs 
officers to identify certain characteristics such as gender, race, and level of education. 
Based on their results, the characteristics of student affairs officers are in line with those 
of financial aid officers.   
The senior-level administrators over student affairs are commonly referred to as 
Chief Student Affairs Officers (CSAO) (Elkins, 2006). The CSAO has various 
commonalities to the Director of Financial Aid in that the position has changed 
drastically over time and is still evolving today based on the issues facing colleges and 
universities. Directors of financial aid and CSAOs are also considered to be mid-level 
professionals in that they must manage and lead from the middle both internally to 
include their staff as well as externally to higher-up cross-campus constituents. Also, like 
the director of financial aid, the CSAO also holds a position that can vary greatly from 
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one campus to another, and therefore required research to provide uniformity of the 
position and find out whether or not CSAOs considered themselves mainly to be an 
educator, a leader, or a manager (Elkins, 2006).  
Educator, Leader, and Manager 
 Before this study, there was no explicit information available about the role of a 
financial aid director in regards to being an educator, leader, and manager. However, 
through a synthesis of all of the prior research on financial aid offices, the director of 
financial aid, and the issues that face financial aid, there is the ability to identify how a 
director of financial aid is called upon to be an educator, a leader, and a manager at some 
point in their jobs. McGhee (2015) stated, “A financial aid office juggles multiple 
responsibilities: It must remain in compliance with federal, state, and institutional 
regulations; provide high-quality services to students and families; and support its 
institution’s enrollment and financial plans” (p. 57). This statement by McGhee (2015) 
highlights how a director of financial aid must act as a manager, educator, and leader, 
respectively.  
As Winston et al. (2001) stated, student affairs administrators (including student 
financial aid) must perform as educators, leaders, and managers in order to accomplish 
vital functions and be able to meet the needs of students and their college or university. 
While Winston et al. (2001) establish that all three domains are critical to the role of a 
student affairs officer, they assert that the educator domain is the cornerstone of the 
model. This concept is depicted in Figure 2.1 below.  
The domains of student affairs administrators outlined by Winston et al. (2001) 
have been cited in research used to help with the professional or skill development of 
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student affairs officers (Carpenter & Stimpson, 2007; Roberts, 2007; Roberts, 2003); or 
in research that provides a guide to the profession of student affairs (Long, 2012; Janosik, 
Creamer, & Humphrey, 2004). Most notably, Elkins (2006) used the domains of student 
affairs administrators to study the position of Chief Student Affairs Officer (CSAO) and 
whether people in that position considered themselves to be an educator, leader, or 
manager. Elkins's (2006) study had different results indicating that CSAOs primarily 
considered themselves to be leaders instead of educators, as Winston et al. (2001) 
postulated. Elkins (2006) revised model of the three domains is listed in figure 2.2 below.  
However, to date, this model has not been used with financial aid or financial aid 
directors.  Based on the behavioral characteristics of educators, leaders, and managers as 
outlined by Winston et al. (2001), along with the previous literature about the 
responsibilities of a financial aid director, there are many aspects of the financial aid 
director that fall within the educator, leader, and manager domains.  
  
Figure 2.1. Domains of Student Affairs Administration. Winston, Creamer, and Miller, 2001, p. 9 
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Figure 2.2. Effective CCCU CSAO: Student Affairs Administration Domains. Elkins, 2006, p. 147 
 
Educator. Educating students, families, and university constituents about 
financial aid policies and procedures is one way a director of financial aid performs as an 
educator. Directors of financial aid must perform research by seeking to understand facts 
or conditions about federal and/or state rules and regulations; jointly engage with staff or 
other campus constituents in order to accomplish office and institutional goals; identify 
resources; coach staff by providing opportunities for improvement or offering 
suggestions; and initiate cooperative problem solving with staff and peers, are all ways in 
which the director of financial aid demonstrates the behavioral characteristics of an 
educator (NASFAA, 2015). Winston et al. (2001) asserts that the educator domain is the 
cornerstone of their model for student affairs administrators.  
Leader. Due to the placement of a director of financial aid in the organizational 
chart for the college or university, they are designed to perform as leaders (Winston et al., 
2001). While, in many cases, the director of financial aid may be considered to be a mid-
level leader, they are a leader nonetheless. Given the positioning of financial aid within 
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the enrollment management process, the director of financial aid must be able to 
communicate awarding philosophies or procedures to make sure these are in line with the 
overall enrollment goals of the institution (McGhee, 2015). Financial aid now has a front-
row seat in the goal-setting process for colleges and universities (Hossler, 2000). 
Therefore, financial aid directors must be able to provide data and information on how 
financial aid policies can aid in achieving enrollment and retention goals (Hossler, 2000). 
Developing and mentoring staff while simultaneously consulting with upper-level 
administration on how different aid policies could affect the overall institutions are just a 
few ways that a director of financial aid demonstrates leadership. Identifying and 
analyzing issues that arise from federal policy changes, technology changes, or 
enrollment struggles; monitoring activity of competitors in regards to financial aid 
awarding timelines; networking through state, regional, or national associations of 
financial aid administrators; and disseminating information about decisions, plans, or 
activities to all concerned parties in an environment that can sometimes be tense or 
politically motivated, are all ways in which a director of financial aid portray the 
behavioral characteristics of a leader (NASFAA, 2015).  Elkins (2006) asserts that this is 
the most commonly used domain amongst Chief Student Affairs Officers at CCCU 
institutions.  
Manager. By nature of being the head of a department, the director of financial 
aid will inevitably perform the behavioral characteristics of a manager. According to 
Bennis (1989; 1991), as cited in Elkins (2006), a manager maintains the system and 
structure, they focus on the present, and function by hands-on control in order to help 
maintain the status quo. The role of a manager is much different from a leader, in that the 
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manager domain oftentimes deals with more of the present and short-term perspectives. 
There are many federal rules and guidelines that a financial aid office must adhere to in 
order to remain eligible to receive Title IV funding. The Office of Federal Student Aid 
(FSA) provides the FSA Handbook, which is a comprehensive annual guide to regulatory 
and administrative requirements for all Title IV federal aid programs. This handbook can 
be viewed as the foundation for all directors of financial aid and is a driving force behind 
how the office of financial aid is managed.  Supervision of staff and helping to improve 
performance of subordinates; developing budgets and managing budget cuts; 
recommending and developing policies and procedures of federal, state, and institutional 
aid; coordinating meeting schedules and office hours; administration of office records 
and documents;  responding to complaints, and keeping current with changes in the world 
of financial aid, are all ways that a director of financial aid exhibits the behavioral 
characteristics of a manager (NASFAA, 2015).   
While studies on financial aid offices, benchmarking surveys, job satisfaction 
surveys, and industry reviews all discuss the different tasks a financial aid director 
performs in order to fulfill the roles of educator, leader, and manager, to date none of the 
research identifies which of these roles is most important and most used in daily tasks 
carried out by the director of financial aid.  
Issues with Previous Research & Directions for Future Research 
 The current study was founded not only from the need to provide some 
standardization to the roles most often played by directors of financial aid, but also from 
the lack of scholarly writings about financial aid directors and the office of financial aid. 
As previously mentioned in this chapter, the literature review for financial aid directors 
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had to be opened up/broadened to include non-peer reviewed articles and research due to 
a lack of results. There are very few peer-reviewed scholarly writings about directors of 
financial aid, with the majority of information coming from trade or professional journals 
or popular magazines. This lack of scholarly writing means that the existing content on 
financial aid directors is often informal without a methodological approach to the study.   
 There is also very little differentiation in the type and size of an institution when 
studying the financial aid office or directors of financial aid. While many of the issues 
surrounding financial aid are the same from college to college, there could be differences 
in the roles that a director plays on a daily basis based on the size of the institution where 
they work. The size of an institution could affect whether a director has a smaller staff, or 
reports directly to a vice president, which in turn could impact the roles that they view 
themselves as playing on a daily basis. While this study does consider the type and size 
of institution, a recommendation for future research is to provide an even more narrow 
focus on institution type and size.  
Chapter Summary 
 This chapter began by providing a context for the importance of financial aid 
administration in higher education, followed by a brief history of financial aid in order to 
better understand how the functions of the financial aid office and the role of financial aid 
director have changed over time. An overview of the current landscape of financial aid 
and the issues facing financial aid directors was discussed in order to better identify how 
the director of financial aid is called upon to be an educator, a leader, and a manager at 
some point in their jobs.  
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 Considering that there was no prior research on whether a financial aid director 
operates as an educator, leader, or manger, a synthesis of literature was performed in 
order to identify how different tasks performed by a director of financial aid fit within the 
behavioral characteristics of the student affairs administrator domains as outlined by 
Winston et al. (2001). The literature was able to illustrate that a director of financial aid 
performs the tasks of all three domains; however, the question remained which of the 
domains is considered the primary role for a director and which domain best describes the 
overall responsibilities of a director of financial aid. While this study will answer those 
questions, there is still a need for future research in that this study only considers state 
universities with student enrollments of 10,000 or more. The size and type of an 
institution has the potential to affect which one of the student affairs domains is 
performed by a financial aid director more often, on a daily basis.  
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CHAPTER III 
Introduction 
 The participants in this study are directors of financial aid who work at public 
four-year universities with enrollments of 10,000 or more students. The primary purpose 
of this study is to determine whether the participants perceive themselves primarily as 
educators, leaders, or managers. This study will also determine if there is a difference 
among the financial aid directors’ perception of self on each grouped behavioral 
characteristics that are associated with each of the student affairs administration domain 
(educator, leader, or manager). Demographic information will also be collected in order 
to describe the population of financial aid directors.  
 The chapter will begin with a restatement of the research questions, followed by 
an overview of the research design, population for the study, instrumentation, data 
analysis procedures, anticipated ethnical issues, preliminary studies, as well as a 
management plan for the study.   
Restatement of Research Questions 
 This research will answer the following questions:  
1. Do Financial Aid Directors primarily consider themselves educators, leaders, or 
managers?  
2. Is there a difference among Financial Aid Directors’ perception of self on each 
grouped behavioral characteristics associated with each student affairs 
administration domain?  
3. Which student affairs administration domain best describes the overall 
responsibilities of the Director of Financial Aid?  
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4. Which student affairs administration domain best describes the daily roles of the 
Director of Financial Aid?  
5. What student affairs administration domain do the participants identify as the 
most essential for an aspiring Director of Financial Aid? 
Research Design 
Survey methodology is a procedure used to collect data in order to solve an 
information problem (Alreck & Settle, 1995 as cited in Anderson, 2002), and this style of 
quantitative survey is central to many studies within the social sciences (Punch, 2003). 
The survey used in this study was adapted to capture the self-perception of individual 
financial aid directors on whether they consider themselves to be an educator, leader, or 
manager, in order to establish a relationship between this perception and the overall 
responsibilities of a director, the daily responsibilities of a director, the most essential 
role for aspiring directors to portray, and demographic information for directors of 
financial aid. The advantages to this type of data collection include low costs in 
administering the survey, quick response times, being able to use visual aids, and quick 
data compilation, while the disadvantages are low response rates and not having all 
subjects accessible (Jones, Baxter, & Khanduja, 2013).  Fricker and Schonlau (2002) 
highlight that while a web-only research survey, which was used in this study, has lower 
overall cost and faster delivery times, these surveys have relatively modest response rates 
and leave no indication that there is a shorter fielding period for replies. In order to 
address the modest response rates of web-only research surveys, the following steps were 
taken. First, an endorsement from the steering committee of the targeted population was 
received in order to encourage participants to respond, and second, two follow-up 
communications were distributed in order to encourage and remind participants to reply.  
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The survey used in this study was an adaptation of a role survey originally 
designed by Elkins (2006). The original survey by Elkins (2006) was based on the 
theoretical perspective and research of Winston et al. (2001) and used to determine 
whether chief student affairs officers perceived themselves primarily as educators, 
leaders, or managers. There were minimal modifications made to the survey in order to 
address the research questions for the current study. The changes included: 1) replacing 
the title of “CSAO” with “Director of Financial Aid” in all questions, and 2) removing 
three demographic questions that were very specific to CCCU institutions and not 
necessary or relevant for the population used in this study. The Elkins (2006) survey was 
appropriate to address the research questions of this study due to being a small-scale, 
cross-sectional survey that used the individual person as the unit of analysis and can be 
self-administered. Elkins’ (2006) survey, when tested for reliability, produced a total 
Cronbach alpha of .97, which is well above the suggested coefficient of .70 used to 
establish whether or not items in the index measure the same thing (Vogt, 1999 as cited 
in Elkins, 2006). Therefore, the alpha coefficient on Elkins’ (2006) survey suggests that 
the questions are reliable.  
 Descriptive statistics will be used to determine if financial aid directors primarily 
considered themselves to be educators, leaders, or managers. Inferential statistical 
methods will be used to describe any differences between the directors’ perceived 
primary role and the behavioral characteristics associated with that role, any differences 
between the directors’ perceived primary role and their overall job responsibilities, and 
any differences between the directors’ primary role and their daily tasks.  
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Population 
 According to the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) Data 
Center, there are a total of 6,520 institutions of higher education that participate in federal 
financial aid programs known as Title IV in the United States. Four-year colleges and 
universities account for 2,807 of these institutions, 2,132 are two-year colleges, 1,511 are 
less-than two-year schools, and 70 are labeled as administrative units. Considering that 
the majority of Title IV eligible institutions are four-year colleges and universities, this 
group was the starting point for selecting the chosen population. The second 
consideration in selecting the population came from the challenges facing colleges and 
universities today. Although today’s challenges, which deal with cost, affordability, and 
declining budgets, affect all Title IV institutions, public schools, in particular, have 
experienced extreme challenges due to cuts in state funding. According to Jaquette and 
Curs (2015), total state appropriations for public baccalaureate granting institutions 
declined a total of $9.5 billion between 2001-2002 and 2011-2012. Since U.S. states are 
disinvesting in public colleges and universities (2015), the decision to study public 
institutions was made. The last consideration when selecting the population was the size 
of the institution. Research has shown that the size of the institution can affect the 
attitudes and activities of faculty and administrators (Baldridge et al., 1973). Baldridge et 
al. (1973) summarized that the increased size of the institution relates to more complex 
tasks, greater specialization of departments, greater expertise, and less environmental 
pressure. Since prior research has shown that the size of an institution can affect 
administrator roles, this factor was also taken into consideration when selecting the 
population. Based on this information, four-year, public universities with enrollments of 
10,000 or more students were the targeted population of this study.  
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 In order to address the targeted population, members of the Coalition of State 
University Aid Administrators (COSUAA) were ultimately selected. COSUAA consists 
of chief student aid administrators from four-year state, public-funded, and controlled 
universities with enrollments of 10,000 students or more. While the membership to 
COSUAA is by institution, only the chief student aid administrator at the institution 
provides representation on the Coalition. These universities are all faced with the same 
previously discussed issues facing higher education, such as increasing cost and 
decreasing state budgets. A commonality of these institutions is also found in the mission 
statement of COSUAA, which states, “COSUAA’s mission is to provide a national forum 
on student aid issues and topics, share ideas and assist member institutions in promoting 
and developing effective financial aid programs and practices, and promoting the 
professional preparation and effectiveness of our members.” (COSUAA, 2019). 
Therefore, this group of universities are all committed to promoting and advancing the 
education, leadership, and knowledge of their financial aid administrators during a time 
where they all face unprecedented issues such as rising tuition and fees, decreasing 
budgets, and students who are questioning the value of higher education. COSUAA 
members represent a good population in which to study and examine the role that 
financial aid directors play at their respective institutions. In total, COSUAA has 133 
members who were identified to participate in this study.  
Instrumentation 
The web-based survey used in this study was a modified version of Elkins’ (2006) 
survey, which was based on the theoretical perspective and research of Winston et al. 
(2001). The research of Winston et al. (2001) identified three different student affairs 
administration domains (educator, leader, and manager) and the behavioral characteristics 
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associated with each domain. These behavioral characteristics, as identified by Winston 
et al. (2001), are outlined in Table 3.1 below. Winston et al. (2001) stated that the 
educator domain was the cornerstone of the model, however when Elkins (2006) 
conducted his research using the original survey, he concluded that the leader domain 
was considered the primary domain for chief student affairs officers within his 
population.  
Table 3.1: Student Affairs Administration Domains and Associated Behavioral 
Characteristics 
Student Affairs Administration Domains and Associated Behavioral Characteristics 
Educator:  
Lecturing 
Demonstrating 
Advising 
Coaching 
Modeling 
Facilitating 
Learning 
Researching 
Evaluating 
Collaborating 
Structuring 
 Leader: 
Planning and organizing 
Problem-solving 
Clarifying roles and objectives 
Informing 
Monitoring 
Motivating and inspiring 
Consulting 
Delegating 
Supporting 
Developing and mentoring 
Managing conflict and team building 
Networking 
Recognizing 
Rewarding 
Manager: 
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Supervising 
Planning and organizing 
Decision making 
Monitoring indicators 
Controlling 
Representing 
Coordinating 
Consulting 
Administering 
 
The original survey developed by Elkins (2006) was used to determine if Chief 
Student Affairs Officers at member institutions of the Council for Christian Colleges and 
Universities (CCCU) considered themselves to primarily be educators, leaders, or 
managers. This instrument, once modified for directors of financial aid, was appropriate 
because of the survey’s focus on obtaining self-reported data from administrators in a 
non-academic leadership position within a college or university on what student affairs 
administration domain they view as their primary role. Elkins (2006) pre-tested the 
instrument with an expert panel in order to ensure the language and content used was 
appropriate (content validity), and then conducted a pilot study of 29 CSAOs in order to 
test for reliability and construct validity.  
According to Vierra, Pollock, and Golez (1998), construct validity “is a type of 
measurement validity based on the correspondence between theory about the construct 
we are attempting to measure and results obtained using the measurement instrument 
being validated” (p. 365). They also went on to state that content validity is “a type of 
measurement validity based on analysis (usually by people thought to be experts in the 
field in question) of the content of the instrument being validated” (p. 635). Elkins (2006) 
also used Cronbach’s alpha in order to test the reliability of the pilot survey items. The 
total instrument displayed a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .97. Cronbach’s alpha “tells 
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the researcher whether a respondent would provide the same score on a variable if that 
variable were to be administered again (and again) to the same respondent” (Lavrakas, 
2008, sec. Cronbach’s Alpha, para. 2). Considering the original survey was modified to 
include the title of “Director of Financial Aid” instead of “CSAO,” establishing content 
validity was important to ensure the survey was appropriate to the purpose and content of 
this study. Therefore, an expert panel of four directors of financial aid was identified and 
then asked to complete the survey as well as an evaluation of the survey.  
The Elkins (2006) survey was assembled into five sections that corresponded to 
the research questions, and this construction of the instrument was also appropriate to 
address the research questions in this study. The first section draws directly from the 
purpose of the study, which is to identify whether directors of financial aid consider 
themselves to primarily be an educator, a leader, or a manager. The responses to the first 
section are important since they will serve as the independent variable to the other 
research questions. The first question of this section was used to address the issue of bias 
(Elkins, 2006) by asking each director of financial aid to choose the one domain which 
they admired most among other educational administrators.  
The second section of the survey was designed to gather information on the 
overall responsibilities of financial aid directors. Directors were asked to rank each of the 
behavioral characteristics based on its description, importance, and frequency of use. An 
ascending Likert scale was used for directors to self-report with “1” representing a poor 
description of responsibility and “5” representing a strong description of responsibility:  
1. Does not describe my overall responsibilities 
2. Describes very little of my overall responsibilities 
3. Somewhat describes my overall responsibilities 
4. Mostly describes my overall responsibilities 
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5. Best describes my overall responsibilities 
The third section of the survey was designed to measure the amount of time 
directors of financial aid spent daily on each of the behavioral characteristics within each 
domain. An ascending Likert scale was used for directors to self-report with “1” 
representing no time spent daily and “5” representing a great deal of time spent daily:  
1. No time spent daily 
2. Little time spent daily 
3. Some time spent daily 
4. Much time spent daily 
5. A great deal of time spent daily 
The fourth section of the survey was designed to determine which domain and 
corresponding behavioral characteristics are most essential for aspiring directors of 
financial aid to possess. An ascending Likert scale was used for directors to self-report 
with “1” representing not essential to possess and “5” representing most essential to 
possess.  
1. Not essential for an aspiring financial aid director to possess 
2. Of very little essentialness for an aspiring financial aid director to possess 
3. Somewhat essential for an aspiring financial aid director to possess 
4. Of more essentialness for an aspiring financial aid director to possess 
5. Most essential for an aspiring financial aid director to possess 
The fifth and final section of the survey was designed to gather demographic 
information about the financial aid directors. The answers in this section, which were 
self-reported by aid directors, served as a summary of participant characteristics. The 
questions in section five consisted of short answers and checked boxes.  
Results of Expert Panel 
As previously mentioned, in order to establish content validity, an expert panel of 
four directors of financial aid was identified and asked to complete the survey as well as 
an evaluation of the survey.  The expert panel consisted of directors of financial aid who 
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are currently working at four-year colleges and universities that are not a part of the 
targeted population (COSUAA). While the directors who were a part of the expert panel 
vary by region and type of institution, they have all been in their current role as a director 
of financial aid for at least one year. Due to the small number of responses, a statistical 
analysis of the survey was not completed.  
Along with the survey, the panel was asked to complete an evaluation that used a 
Likert scale with “1” being the least positive response and “5” being the most positive 
response. The evaluation included the following questions or statements about the survey:  
1. The questions were self-explanatory. 
2. The available responses to each question were understood. 
3. The instructions were understood. 
4. Completing the survey was relatively easy. 
5. Indicate, in minutes, the length of time taken to complete the survey. Do not 
include the time to complete this evaluation form in your answer.  
6. Do the behavioral characteristics associated with the three student affairs 
domains reflect the roles and responsibilities of a financial aid director?   
7. Any further suggestions or comments?  
The results of the evaluation signified questions one, two, and four had a mean of 
(M=4.75), while question three had a mean of (M=5.00). The survey was taken in an 
average of (M=12.5) minutes, and 100 percent of respondents indicated that the 
behavioral characteristics associated with the three student affairs administration domains 
reflect the roles and responsibilities of a Financial Aid Director. There was one comment 
given in response to the last, qualitative question, which stated:  
“I have worked as a director or assistant director at a couple of institutions. My 
answers would have varied depending upon the knowledge of my staff and the 
university administration. Due to retirements, my current staff has less than 3 
years experience in FA. Much of our administration is new and their knowledge 
of the Title IV/HEA regulations is minimal at best.”  
 
This comment left by a member of the expert panel will become a suggestion for future 
research. The current study will establish a basis for how financial aid directors view 
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themselves in their role, and further research needs to be conducted on the circumstances 
surrounding a financial aid director that could impact the way they view themselves and 
their role within the university.   
Data Collection and Analysis Procedures 
Data Collection 
Before the collection of data, a member of the COSUAA steering committee 
volunteered to send the survey, on the researcher’s behalf, directly to the COSUAA 
listserv. Having a COSUAA member send the survey via the listserv allowed for greater 
participation in that members were more likely to pay attention to the email, and the 
email was less likely to end up as spam or junk mail.    
 The collection of the data was a three-step process taking place over two weeks. 
The first step was an email sent to the directors of financial aid, which included an 
explanation of the study, information regarding security and privacy issues, as well as a 
link to the web-based survey. The initial email was sent on Monday, July 8, 2019, and 
that email garnered thirty-one responses. The second and third steps were follow-up 
emails requesting participation from directors not responding and thanking those who did 
respond. The follow-up emails occurred on July 15th and July 22nd and garnered an 
additional twenty-two and twelve responses, respectively. The responses submitted by the 
financial aid directors were stored as raw data in a database created by the researcher. 
The data was then imported into SPSS for analysis with the assistance of personnel 
associated with the Nebraska Evaluation and Research (NEAR) Center within the 
College of Education and Human Sciences at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. 
Data Analysis 
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The statistical analysis of the data correlate with the different research questions. 
The first research question, which asks directors of financial aid primarily consider 
themselves to be educators, leaders, or managers, will be evaluated using descriptive 
statistics such as means, frequencies, and percentages. The self-reported answer to this 
question serves as the independent variable for the study.  
The second research question, which asks if there a difference among financial 
aid directors’ perception of self on each grouped behavioral characteristics associated 
with each student affairs administration domain, will be evaluated using inferential 
statistics such as a one-way ANOVA. One-way ANOVA was chosen as the preferred 
method of analysis due to the ability to find mean differences between the multiple 
groups of behavioral characteristics when looking at how directors self-identify (as an 
educator, leader, or manager). A posthoc test will also be conducted to help minimize a 
Type I Error, which is the rejection of a true null hypothesis. In the case of this ANOVA, 
the null hypothesis would be that there is no difference among the aid directors’ 
perception of self on each grouped behavioral characteristics associated with each student 
affairs administration domain. Since there will be a correlation made between the self-
reported domain that directors of financial aid consider as their primary role and their 
self-perception of the characteristics within that domain, the Bonferroni Correction, or 
Bonferroni Type Adjustment, procedure will be used to protect from Type I Error.  
The third research question, which asks how financial aid directors would 
describe their overall responsibilities, will be evaluated using descriptive statistics such as 
means, frequencies, and percentages.  
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The fourth research question, which asks for directors to identify the student 
affairs domain which best describes their daily roles, will be evaluated using descriptive 
statistics such as means, frequencies, and percentages.  
The fifth research question, which asks which domain is most essential for 
aspiring financial aid directors to possess, will be evaluated using descriptive statistics 
such as means, frequencies, and percentages.  
The responses of the data collection will be stored as raw data in a database and 
imported into SPSS predictive analytics software for analysis. The results of the data 
analysis will be presented in chapter four.  
Anticipated Ethical Issues 
 Considering the purely academic nature of this study, there are no anticipated 
ethical issues. One of the participants asked to partake in the study is the current 
supervisor of the researcher, however since the results will be submitted anonymously as 
raw data, the researcher will have no knowledge of which answers may be linked to any 
specific participant.  
Chapter Summary 
 This study uses a survey of financial aid directors who are members of the 
Coalition of State University Aid Administrators (COSUAA) in order to determine 
whether directors of financial aid perceive themselves primarily as educators, leaders, or 
managers. The purpose of this study is also to determine if there is a difference among 
the directors’ self-perception in each group of behavioral characteristics that are 
associated with each of the student affairs administration domains (educator, leader, or 
manager).  
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 The survey used in this study is a modification of Elkins’ (2006) survey of Chief 
Student Affairs Officers at member institutions of the Council for Christian Colleges and 
Universities (CCCU) in order to establish if they considered themselves to primarily 
serve as educators, leaders, or managers. The original survey designed by Elkins (2006) 
was based on the theoretical perspective and research of Winston et al. (2001), who 
identified the three different student affairs administration domains of educator, leader, 
and manager, and the corresponding behavioral characteristics of each domain. The work 
of Winston et al. (2001) asserted that the educator domain is the cornerstone of the 
model, and therefore, Elkins (2006) designed the survey to address whether the 
behavioral characteristics associated with each of the three domains supported the idea 
that CSAOs at CCCU institutions are primarily educators. 
 The modification of Elkins’ (2006) survey for this study was appropriate to 
address the research questions of this study due to being a small-scale, cross-sectional 
survey that has the individual person as the unit of analysis and can be self-administered. 
Also, considering that the survey’s focus was on obtaining self-reported data from 
administrators in a non-academic leadership position within a college or university, on 
which student affairs administration domain they view as their primary role, the 
modification of Elkins (2006) survey was relevant and suitable for this study. In order to 
establish face validity for the modified survey, an expert panel of four financial aid 
directors who are not COSUAA members was conducted. The panel was asked to 
complete the survey as well as an evaluation. The results of the expert panel evaluation 
reveal that the survey appears effective in terms of covering the appropriate content to 
identify whether a director of financial aid is an educator, leader, or manager.  All panel 
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members unanimously agreed that the behavioral characteristics associated with the three 
student affairs administration domains reflect the roles and responsibilities of a financial 
aid director.  
 Based on the results of the expert panel, the final, web-based survey was 
developed and distributed to COSUAA members. The entire data collection procedure 
was a three-step process that took place over two weeks. The data collected throughout 
this procedure is analyzed and presented in Chapter Four.  
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CHAPTER IV 
Introduction 
 The purpose of this chapter is to report the findings obtained from the survey sent 
to financial aid directors at COSUAA institutions. The survey used for this study was 
originally developed by Elkins (2006) and then modified in order to be appropriate for 
directors of financial aid. As described in Chapter III, an initial email with two follow-up 
emails were sent to the COSUAA listserv by one of the COSUAA steering committee 
members, on behalf of the researcher. The survey being sent via the membership listserv 
allowed for a greater response rate. The initial email and two follow-up reminders 
resulted in a total of 65 responses, which is a 48.9% response rate (N=65, 133).   
Reliability 
In order to establish reliability of the survey items, Cronbach’s alpha was 
calculated for each of the student affairs domains (educator, leader, manager) across the 
three sections of the survey that dealt with overall responsibilities, time spent daily, and 
essentialness of the behavioral characteristics for aspiring aid directors. Cronbach’s alpha 
was chosen since the survey utilized Likert-type, multi-scale questions. Cronbach’s alpha 
is used to measure the internal consistency of such items (Peterson, 1994), and the closer 
the alpha coefficient is to 1, the greater the reliability (Gliem & Gliem, 2003, Vogt, 
1999), with anything over .70 being considered reliable. The Cronbach’s alphas for the 
overall responsibilities section of the survey resulted in scores of .859 for the educator 
domain (11 items), .900 for the leader domain (14 items), and .842 for the manager 
domain (9 items). The time spent daily section of the survey also yielded highly reliable 
results with Cronbach’s alphas of .839 for the educator domain, .893 for the leader 
domain, and .871 for the manager domain. Likewise, the reliability measures for the 
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essentialness of behavioral characteristics for aspiring aid directors section of the survey 
resulted in Cronbach alpha scores of .850 for the educator domain, .879 for the leader 
domain, and .843 for the manager domain. Given that the survey was conducted over a 
relatively short time period of two weeks, there is no reason to believe that respondents to 
the initial email would have answered differently than respondents to the reminder 
emails.  
Demographic and Position Information 
 While information on demographics and the institution were not a part of the 
research questions, the survey gathered voluntary information about the participants and 
their position such as position title, years of experience in financial aid, gender, age, 
marital status, and institutional enrollment, to name a few. Fifty of the respondents chose 
to provide demographic information in their responses. The following information was 
gathered as a result of the survey, and the corresponding tables (Tables 4.1 – 4.10) can be 
found in Appendix I.   
Gender, Age, Marital Status, and Ethnicity 
 Of the fifty respondents who answered the demographic questions, 56% were 
women, with the other 44% identifying as men. The ages of the respondents ranged from 
36 to 67, with a mean of 51.6. Four-fifths of the respondents are married, and the 
overwhelming majority (86%) of respondents identify as Caucasian, which is fourteen 
times more than those who identify as African American (6%), the second-largest group 
reported.   
Highest Degree Earned & Years of Experience  
 The majority (72%) of respondents who provided demographic information have 
earned a master’s degree, while 14% have earned a doctoral degree, 12% have earned a 
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bachelor’s degree, and 2% have earned a professional degree. The largest area of 
concentration among all degree levels was in the field of education. The areas of 
education included higher education administration, counselor education, student 
personnel administration, post-secondary student affairs, music education, educational 
leadership and policy, and higher education leadership.  
The majority of respondents had been in their current position for a total of fewer 
than five years (56%), with two of every ten having only been in the position a year.  
More than three-fourths (76%) of respondents worked full-time in financial aid for at 
least ten years before entering into their current position as the Director of Financial Aid, 
with almost half (48%) of the respondents working for twenty years or more before 
assuming their current positions.  All of the respondents (100%) have worked full time in 
higher education for at least ten years.  
As discussed in Chapter I, the majority of job descriptions posted for a director-
level position only require a bachelor’s degree with an average of four years’ experience 
in financial aid. The information obtained in this survey, from the COSUAA directors 
suggests that the requirements to become a director of financial aid at a COSUAA 
institution are higher than those at differing types of colleges or universities.  
Position Title 
 Of the fifty respondents who chose to participate in the demographic questions, 
the majority (66%) currently holds the title of director. The other titles held by the head 
of the financial aid office included assistant vice president, assistant vice provost, 
associate vice president, associate vice provost, associate provost, and executive director. 
Two of the responses indicated that they were performing in an Interim role, one as 
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Interim executive director, and the other as interim director of financial aid. However, the 
descriptors of their extended titles varied quite a bit. For example, some were “of 
financial aid”, “for student aid”, “of scholarships and financial aid”, “for enrollment 
management”, “of financial aid and scholarships”, “of financial aid services”, “of 
financial services”, “for student financial support and services”, “of enrollment planning 
and management”, and “of student finance”. Five of the respondents indicated they held 
two different titles, such as “assistant vice provost of enrollment and executive director of 
financial aid.” Two respondents held an assistant vice president and an executive director 
title; one respondent held an associate vice president and director title; one held an 
assistant vice provost and executive director title, and another held an associate vice 
provost and director title. Of the respondents with a title of director, more than two-thirds 
(69.7%) are director of financial aid, while just under one-third hold the title of director 
of financial aid and scholarships (24.2%) or director of student financial services/director 
of the office of student finance (6.1%).  
Report to 
 Of the fifty respondents to answer the demographic questions, the majority report 
to a position within enrollment management (74%). While the long titles may change, 
62.2% of directors who report to someone within enrollment management report to either 
a vice president or vice provost, which is double the next largest group of those who 
report to an associate vice president/provost (27%). Some of the extended titles of who 
director report to include “of enrollment management”, “for enrollment planning and 
management”, “of enrollment management and services”, “of student services and 
enrollment management”, “of enrollment management and student affairs”, “of strategic 
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enrollment management”, “of enrollment management and student success”, “of 
enrollment services”, and “of enrollment”.  Outside of enrollment management, other 
directors of financial aid report to positions in academic affairs, student affairs, student 
development, instruction, undergraduate education, and finance.  
Student Enrollment and Full-Time Staff 
 Of financial aid directors who responded, 71.4% come from universities with a 
full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment of over 20,000 students. Over one-third of the 
respondents (36.7%) have an FTE enrollment of over 30,000 students.  The average 
number of full-time staff members working in the office of financial aid at COSUAA 
institutions is twenty-nine (N=50). The lowest number of full-time staffers was twelve, 
with the highest being eighty-four. One respondent indicated nineteen full-time staff but 
remarked “19 in processing; however we are part of a one stop shop so most of customer 
service is the responsibility of the one stop shop rather than financial aid”.   
Research Questions 
 Data concerning the perceptions of participants related to their roles of educator, 
leader, or manager were used to answer the following five research questions. The 
statistical analysis procedures associated with each question were discussed in Chapter 
III.   
1. Do Financial Aid Directors primarily consider themselves educators, leaders, or 
managers?  
The results for research question 1 are presented in Table 4.12.  
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Table 4.12: Responses to survey questions “As a Director of Financial Aid, do you 
primarily consider yourself a:” and “Among educational administrators, whom do you 
admire most:” 
 Consider Themselves   Most Admire 
Domain N % N % 
Educator 6 9.2 5 7.7 
Leader 43 66.2 59 90.8 
Manager 16 24.6 1 1.5 
 65 100 65 100 
 
As indicated in Table 4.1, the results of the survey show that more twice as many 
COSUAA financial aid directors consider themselves to be a leader (66.2%) than the next 
most reported role of manager (24.6%). In order to address bias among the three 
domains, the COSUAA directors were first asked, among educational administrators who 
did they admire most. This question was intended to prevent a respondent from 
answering what they considering themselves to be based on their predisposition of 
favorability of one domain over another. The results indicated that nine out of ten 
directors most admire leaders (90.8%), which is eleven times higher than the next most 
admired position of educators (7.7%).  
2. Is there a difference among Financial Aid Directors’ perception of self on each 
grouped behavioral characteristics associated with each student affairs administration 
domain?  
The one-way ANOVA results for research question two are presented in Table 4.13. The 
terms “Overall,” “Daily,” and “Essentialness” are used in Table 4.13 as a shorthand 
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reference to the “Overall Responsibilities” section, “Time Spent Daily” section, and 
“Essentialness for an Aspiring Aid Director” section, of the survey.  
Table 4.13: One-Way ANOVA for difference between self-reported domain (educator, 
leader, manager) and the grouped behavioral characteristics associated with each domain. 
Variable df SS MS F Sig. Post Hoc 
Overall Educator Combined       
Between groups 2 .936 .468 1.512 .229 NS 
Within groups 57 17.643 .310    
Overall Leader Combined       
Between groups 2 .152 .076 .312 .733 NS 
Within groups 57 13.882 .244    
Overall Manager Combined       
Between groups 2 4.829 1.414 12.581 .000 .000 
Within groups 56 10.746 .192    
Daily Educator Combined       
Between groups 2 1.505 .752 2.670 .080 NS 
Within groups 45 12.681 .282    
Daily Leader Combined       
Between groups 2 2.312 1.156 4.083 .023 .022 
Within groups 49 13.875 .283    
Daily Manager Combined       
Between groups 2 6.424 3.212 10.870 .000 .000 
Within groups 46 13.593 .295    
Essential Educator Combined       
Between groups 2 .418 .209 .677 .513 NS 
Within groups 45 13.888 .309    
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Table 4.13: One-Way ANOVA for difference between self-reported domain (educator, 
leader, manager) and the grouped behavioral characteristics associated with each 
domain - Continued 
Essential Leader Combined       
Between groups 2 .230 .115 .547 .582 NS 
Within groups 57 9.868 .210    
Essential Manager Combined       
Between groups 2 4.489 1.245 6.639 .003 .005 
Within groups 46 8.623 .187    
 
As shown in Table 4.13, nine one-way ANOVAs were computed in order to 
address all three sections of the survey (overall responsibilities, daily roles, and 
essentialness for aspiring directors) for all three domains (educator, leader, and manager). 
One-way ANOVA was chosen as the preferred method of analysis due to the ability to 
find mean differences between the multiple groups of behavioral characteristics when 
looking at how directors self-identify (as an educator, leader, or manager). An F statistic 
and corresponding p-value were computed for each of the nine groups. The results of the 
analysis indicate that four groups have statistical significance: overall manager combined 
F(2, 56) = .000, p<.05; daily manager combined F(2, 46) = .000, p<.05; daily leader 
combined F(2, 49) = .023, p<.05; and essential manager combined F(2, 46) = .003, p<.05 
(see Table 4.13 for means).  
While the ANOVA was able to highlight that there is a significant difference 
among those four areas of the survey, in order to identify where the differences within 
these four areas came from, the use of a pairwise comparison was required. The 
Bonferroni Correction discussed in Chapter III was used as the post hoc test in order to 
identify the specific differences within the four groups identified by the ANOVA as 
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being statistically significant. The Bonferroni Correction helped to minimize Type I 
Error, and also helped identify what the differences were between the self-reported 
domain that the directors consider their primary role, and their self-perception of the 
behavioral characteristics within the domains when looking at overall responsibilities, 
time spent daily, and essentialness for aspiring aid directors.  
The one-way ANOVAs conducted using Bonferroni adjusted alpha levels of .05, 
suggested a significant difference in how directors who self-identify as a leader (M=3.9) 
and directors who self-identify as a manager (M=4.5) view their overall responsibilities 
as a manager. The analysis also indicates a significant difference in the daily manager 
roles performed by directors who self-identify as a leader (M=3.18), versus those who 
self-identify as a manager (M=4.02). Further, a significant difference was found in the 
daily leader roles when comparing directors who self-identify as a leader (M=3.27) and 
those who self-identify as a manager (M=3.79). Finally, a significant difference was also 
found between directors who self-identify as a leader (M=4.02) and those who self-
identify as a manager (M=4.53) in what they view to be the essential managerial 
behavioral characteristics needed of an aspiring aid director.   
In summary, there were significant differences between directors who identify as 
a leader and directors who identify as a manager, in how they rated the manager 
behavioral characteristics in their overall responsibilities, time spent daily, and the 
essentialness for aspiring aid directors. The leaders and managers also answered 
significantly different regarding the leader characteristics required of their daily roles as 
directors. Actually, the data revealed an interesting scenario in that directors who self-
identified as leaders performed less as a leader in their daily roles (M=3.27) than their 
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colleagues who self-identified as managers (M=3.79). Further discussion of this finding 
is found in chapter five.  
3. Which student affairs administration domain best describes the overall 
responsibilities of the Director of Financial Aid?  
The results for research question three are presented in Table 4.14.  
Table 4.14: Individual and total means for behavioral characteristics for overall 
responsibilities  
 Behavioral Characteristics – Overall Responsibilities N M SD 
As an Educator:    
 Collaborating 60 4.52 .725 
 Evaluating 60 4.28 .761 
 Modeling 59 4.27 .762 
 Facilitating 60 4.13 .833 
 Researching 60 4.07 .936 
 Coaching 60 4.05 .910 
 Structuring 60 3.95 .928 
 Learning 59 3.90 .885 
 Advising 60 3.53 .965 
 Demonstrating 59 3.14 1.106 
 Lecturing 60 1.82 .833 
 Total Mean for Educator  3.79 .561 
As a Leader:     
 Problem Solving 60 4.72 .555 
 Planning and Organizing 59 4.56 .595 
 Motivating and Inspiring 60 4.50 .651 
 Informing  60 4.47 .623 
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Table 4.14: Individual and total means for behavioral characteristics for overall 
responsibilities - Continued 
As a Leader – Continued:    
 Supporting 60 4.42 .671 
 Developing and Mentoring 60 4.33 .681 
 Managing Conflicts and Teambuilding 60 4.27 .778 
 Clarifying Roles and Objectives 60 4.25 .751 
 Consulting 60 4.13 .724 
 Delegating 60 4.13 .747 
 Networking 60 4.12 .783 
 Recognizing 60 4.02 .873 
 Rewarding 60 3.83 .905 
 Monitoring 60 3.75 .856 
 Total Mean for Leader  4.25 .488 
As a Manager:    
 Decision Making  58 4.78 .460 
 Representing  59 4.44 .650 
 Planning and Organizing  58 4.43 .624 
 Coordinating 59 4.08 .772 
 Monitoring Indicators 58 4.07 .746 
 Administering  58 3.98 .737 
 Consulting 58 3.97 .837 
 Supervising 57 3.84 .902 
 Controlling 59 3.31 .987 
 Total Mean for Manager  4.09 .518 
Grand Mean for Overall Responsibilities   4.04 .423 
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The overall responsibilities of COSUAA financial aid directors are best described 
by the behavioral characteristics of the leader domain (M=4.25). All but two of the 
characteristics (85.7%) within the leader domain had a mean of 4.0 or higher, meaning 
that they “mostly describes my overall responsibilities” answer on the Likert scale used 
on the survey. Three of the characteristics in the leader domain had a mean of 4.5 or 
higher (21.4%), whereas the educator domain and manager domain only had one 
characteristic, each with a mean over 4.5 (9% and 11% respectively). Among the fourteen 
behavioral characteristics associated with the leader domain, problem-solving ranked the 
highest (M=4.72, SD=.555) while monitoring ranked the lowest (M=3.75, SD=.856).    
The behavioral characteristics of the manager domain came in second in 
describing the overall responsibilities of COSUAA directors of financial aid with a total 
mean of 4.09. While this total mean also corresponds to “mostly describes my overall 
responsibilities” on the Likert scale, only five of the nine manager characteristics (55.5%) 
had a mean of 4.0 or higher, which is much lower than the 85.7% of the leader domain 
characteristics. Among the nine behavioral characteristics associated with the manager 
domain, decision making ranked the highest in describing overall responsibilities 
(M=4.78, SD=.460), while controlling came in as the lowest descriptor of overall 
responsibilities (M=3.31, SD=.987).  
The overall responsibilities of a COSUAA financial aid director are least likely to 
be described by the behavioral characteristics of an educator. The total mean for the 
educator domain was 3.79, indicating that the behavioral characteristics in that domain 
“somewhat describe” their overall responsibilities. Only one of the educator domain 
characteristics was rated above 4.5, with only 54.5% corresponding to “Mostly describes 
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my overall responsibilities.” Among the eleven behavioral characteristics of educators, 
collaborating came in highest with a mean of 4.52, while lecturing came in lowest with a 
mean of 1.82.  
4. Which student affairs administration domain best describes the daily roles of the 
Director of Financial Aid?  
The results for research question four are presented in Table 4.15.  
Table 4.15: Individual and total means for behavioral characteristics for Time Spent 
Daily  
 Behavioral Characteristics – Time Spent Daily N M SD 
As an Educator:    
 Collaborating 48 4.04 .798 
 Modeling 48 3.65 1.000 
 Facilitating 48 3.56 .848 
 Coaching 48 3.29 .849 
 Evaluating 48 3.29 .824 
 Learning 47 3.28 .971 
 Researching 48 3.27 .869 
 Structuring 48 3.10 .973 
 Advising 47 3.04 .884 
 Demonstrating 47 2.64 1.031 
 Lecturing 47 1.60 .648 
 Total Mean for Educator  3.16 .549 
As a Leader:    
 Problem Solving 52 4.19 .768 
 Supporting 52 3.92 .813 
 Planning and Organizing 52 3.87 .864 
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Table 4.15: Individual and total means for behavioral characteristics for Time Spent 
Daily - Continued 
As a Leader – Continued:    
 Developing and Mentoring 52 3.56 .916 
 Motivating and Inspiring 52 3.52 .852 
 Informing  52 3.42 .776 
 Consulting 52 3.40 .934 
 Delegating 52 3.29 .977 
 Networking 52 3.25 1.046 
 Managing Conflicts and Teambuilding 52 3.19 .768 
 Recognizing 52 3.19 .864 
 Clarifying Roles and Objectives 52 3.04 .766 
 Monitoring 51 2.92 .868 
 Rewarding 52 2.87 .908 
 Total Mean for Leader  3.40 .563 
As a Manager:    
 Decision Making  49 4.20 .763 
 Planning and Organizing  49 3.82 .834 
 Representing  49 3.61 .931 
 Coordinating 48 3.60 .869 
 Administering  49 3.49 .982 
 Consulting 49 3.24 .830 
 Monitoring Indicators 49 3.20 .957 
 Supervising 48 2.96 .849 
 Controlling 49 2.67 .922 
 Total Mean for Manager  3.42 .646 
Grand Mean for Time Spent Daily   3.34 .523 
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As presented in Table 4.15, the daily role of a COSUAA director of financial aid 
is marginally described by the manager domain (M=3.42). There is only a slight 
difference between the manager domain and the leader domain (M=3.40) in regards to the 
time spent daily on each characteristic. Both the manager and leader domains are 
correlated with the “some time spent daily” Likert answer. Both the manager and leader 
domains have only one characteristic rated above a 4.0, and each only have two 
characteristics rated below a 3.0. The manager domain has 36.4% of the characteristics 
rated 3.5 or higher, whereas the leader domain only has 35.7% rated 3.5 or higher. 
Among the nine behavioral characteristics of the manager domain, decision making 
(M=4.20, SD=.763) and controlling (M=2.67, SD=.922) were ranked as the highest and 
lowest characteristics, respectively. The ranking of these two individual behavioral 
characteristics is consistent with the results of how directors viewed the manager 
characteristics regarding their overall responsibilities. Problem-solving was the 
leadership characteristic that most described the daily role of a director (M=4.19, 
SD=.768), while rewarding was the characteristic that least described their daily role with 
a mean of 2.87, which correlates to “little time spent daily.”  
As with the overall responsibilities, the daily role of a financial aid director at a 
COSUAA institution is least likely to be described by characteristics in the educator 
domain (M=3.16). The collaborating characteristic rated highest with a mean of 4.04 
(SD=.798) and lecturing rated lowest with a mean of 1.60 (SD=.648). The ranking of 
these two characteristics was also consistent with the evaluation of the educator domain 
when looking at overall responsibilities.  
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5. What student affairs administration domain do the participants identify as the most 
essential for an aspiring Director of Financial Aid? 
The results for research question five are presented in Table 4.16.  
Table 4.16: Individual and total means for behavioral characteristics Essential for 
Aspiring Aid Directors  
Behavioral Characteristics – Essential for Aspiring Aid Directors N M SD 
As an Educator:    
 Collaborating 48 4.52 .743 
 Learning 48 4.21 .898 
 Coaching 48 4.17 .724 
 Facilitating 48 4.04 .898 
 Evaluating 47 4.02 .921 
 Modeling 48 4.02 .758 
 Researching 48 4.00 .923 
 Structuring 48 3.77 .951 
 Advising 48 3.52 .945 
 Demonstrating 46 3.26 .905 
 Lecturing 48 2.00 .875 
 Total Mean for Educator  3.78 .552 
As a Leader:    
 Problem Solving 50 4.72 .573 
 Planning and Organizing 49 4.51 .582 
 Motivating and Inspiring 50 4.46 .613 
 Managing Conflicts and Teambuilding 50 4.34 .688 
 Developing and Mentoring 50 4.32 .741 
 Supporting 50 4.26 .723 
 Networking 50 4.18 .748 
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Table 4.16: Individual and total means for behavioral characteristics Essential for 
Aspiring Aid Directors - Continued 
As a Leader – Continued:    
 Informing  50 4.10 .839 
 Recognizing 50 4.04 .781 
 Clarifying Roles and Objectives 50 4.00 .782 
 Delegating 50 3.98 .795 
 Consulting 50 3.96 .807 
 Rewarding 50 3.80 .808 
 Monitoring 50 3.68 .794 
 Total Mean for Leader  4.167 .454 
As a Manager:    
 Decision Making  49 4.80 .407 
 Planning and Organizing  49 4.67 .516 
 Representing  49 4.24 .693 
 Supervising 49 4.24 .693 
 Administering  49 4.16 .773 
 Coordinating 49 4.12 .754 
 Monitoring Indicators 49 3.98 .721 
 Consulting 49 3.92 .838 
 Controlling 49 3.41 .956 
 Total Mean for Manager  4.172 .481 
Grand Mean for Essential for Aspiring Aid Directors   4.05 .434 
 
As shown in Table 4.16, COSUAA financial aid directors identified the manager 
domain as most essential for aspiring aid directors (M=4.172, SD=.481). The leader 
domain came in a very close second with a mean of 4.167 (SD=.454), followed by the 
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educator domain with a mean of 3.78 (SD=.552). These results are consistent with how 
COSUAA directors view the time spent on their daily roles.  
The manager domain had 22.2% of the behavioral characteristics rated a 4.5 or 
higher, while the leader and educator domains only had 14.3% and 9.1%, respectively. 
The educator domain was the only domain to have a characteristic rated below a 3.0.  
Among the nine behavioral characteristics of the manager domain, COSUAA directors 
identified decision making as the most essential for aspiring aid directors (M=4.80, 
SD=4.07), indicating this characteristic is “of more essentialness for an aspiring financial 
aid director to possess.”  Controlling was ranked the least essential of the managerial 
characteristics (M=3.41, SD=.956), indicating this characteristic is “somewhat essential 
for an aspiring financial aid director to possess.” The ranking of these two characteristics 
as highest and lowest amongst the behavioral characteristics of the manager domain is 
consistent with the overall responsibilities and daily roles of COSUAA financial aid 
directors.  
The leader domain has fourteen behavioral characteristics, of which, problem-
solving was ranked as the most essential of the leadership domain for aspiring aid 
directors to possess (M=4.72, SD=.573), and monitoring was ranked lowest (M=3.68, 
SD=.794). The mean for problem-solving corresponds to “of more essentialness for an 
aspiring financial aid director to possess,” while monitoring corresponds to “somewhat 
essential for an aspiring aid director to possess.” The ranking of these two characteristics 
as highest and lowest is consistent with the results of the overall responsibilities of a 
COSUAA financial aid director.  
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Among the eleven behavioral characteristics of the educator domain, 
collaborating was rated as most essential for aspiring aid directors (M=4.52, SD=.743), 
and lecturing was ranked lowest (M=2.00, SD=.875). The mean for collaborating 
corresponds to the answer “of more essentialness for an aspiring financial aid director to 
possess,” while the mean for lecturing corresponds to “of very little essentialness for an 
aspiring financial aid director to possess.”  
A summary of the group and total descriptive statistics for all three domains 
across all three survey sections are presented in Table 4.17.  
Table 4.17: Summary of group and total descriptives for overall responsibilities, time 
spent daily, and essential for aspiring financial aid directors to possess (N=50) 
Behavioral Characteristics M SD 
Overall Responsibilities   
Educator 
Leader 
Manager 
3.79 .561 
4.25 .488 
4.09 .518 
 Total Mean and SD for Overall Responsibilities 4.04 .423 
Time Spent Daily   
Educator 
Leader 
Manager 
3.16 .549 
3.40 .563 
3.42 .646 
 Total Mean and SD for Time Spent Daily 3.34 .523 
Essential for Aspiring Financial Aid Director    
Educator 3.78 .552 
Leader 4.167 .454 
Manager 4.172 .481 
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Table 4.17: Summary of group and total descriptives for overall responsibilities, 
time spent daily, and essential for aspiring financial aid directors to possess - 
Continued 
Essential for Aspiring Financial Aid Director-Continued   
 Total Mean and SD for Essential Aspiring FA 
Director to Possess  
4.05 .434 
 
Chapter Summary 
 The purpose of this chapter was to present the results of a survey sent to directors 
of financial aid at COSUAA institutions to find out if they are considered educators, 
leaders, or managers. The survey resulted in a response rate of 48.9% (N=65, 133), and 
the data collected were able to address all five research questions presented in this study 
as well as provide some demographic and position information about the population.  
 The research identified that directors of financial aid primarily consider 
themselves leaders (66.2%), and among educational administrators, the financial aid 
directors most admire leaders (90.8%). Although the financial aid directors identified 
themselves as leaders, and most admire leaders, only their overall tasks reflect the 
behavioral characteristics of the leader domain. Daily tasks performed by the financial 
aid directors were most closely associated with the manager domain, as were the 
behavioral characteristics identified as most essential for an aspiring financial aid director 
to possess.  
 Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to help identify that there was a 
statistical significance among four separate groups: overall manager combined 
F(2,56)=.000, p<.05; daily manager combined F(2, 46) = .000, p<.05; daily leader 
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combined F(2, 49) = .023, p<.05; and essential manager combined F(2, 46) = .003, p<.05. 
The Bonferroni Correction discussed in Chapter III was used as a multiple-correction 
procedure to further examine the multiple ANOVA results of statistical significance 
within these four groups. The results of this post hoc test revealed that there is a 
significant difference within those four groups when tested at the .05 significance level. 
The overall manager responsibilities, the time spent daily on manager characteristics, the 
time spent daily on leader characteristics, and the essentialness of manager characteristics 
to aspiring aid directors all saw a significant difference between directors who identify as 
a leader versus those who identify as a manager. One of the more interesting findings of 
the ANOVA was the identification that directors who self-identified as leaders performed 
less as a leader in their daily roles than their colleagues who self-identified as a manger.  
 The demographic makeup of COSUAA financial aid directors who provided 
information can best be described as married (80%), Caucasian (86%), female (56%), 
with an average age of 51.6 years old. COSUAA financial aid directors are also most 
likely to hold a master’s degree (72%) in the field of education, hold the title of “Director 
of Financial Aid” (66%), and report to a Vice President or Vice Provost of Enrollment 
Management (62.2%). All of the directors have worked in higher education for at least 
ten years, with most of them having at least twenty years of service (74%). Over half of 
directors (68%) oversee a staff of approximately 10-30 people and 61.2% work at 
universities with a full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment between 10,000 and 30,000 
students.  
 Conclusions of the data and future research recommendations are discussed in 
chapter five.  
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CHAPTER V 
Discussions, Implications, and Recommendations 
 This chapter will summarize the study and discuss the findings of the research 
regarding directors of financial aid who are members of the Coalition of State University 
Aid Administrators (COSUAA). In addition to the summary and discussion, implications 
for practice and recommendations for future research will also be discussed.  
Summary of the Study 
 The primary purpose of this study is to allow for a better understanding of what 
behavioral characteristics are most closely associated with the director of financial aid 
position at COSUAA institutions, and whether the COSUAA directors identify primarily 
as educators, leaders, or managers. The study was also conducted to determine if there is 
a difference among the directors’ self-perception of the behavioral characteristics 
associated with each of the student affairs administration domains (educator, leader, or 
manager). There were five research questions established to help accomplish the goal of 
this study:  
1. Do Financial Aid Directors primarily consider themselves educators, leaders, or 
managers?  
2. Is there a difference among Financial Aid Directors’ perception of self on each 
grouped behavioral characteristics associated with each student affairs 
administration domain?  
3. Which student affairs administration domain best describes the overall 
responsibilities of the Director of Financial Aid?  
4. Which student affairs administration domain best describes the daily roles of the 
Director of Financial Aid? 
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5. What student affairs administration domain do the participants identify as the 
most essential for an aspiring Director of Financial Aid? 
The need for this type of study stems from the lack of formal research on the 
behavioral characteristics necessary to serve in the very important and ever-changing role 
of financial aid director at an institution of higher education. Twombly and Moore (1991) 
stated, “administrative roles are important, powerful positions that determine to a great 
extent who is taught, what is taught, and when and where it is taught” (p. 506). The 
financial aid office, in particular, can influence enrollment, academic achievement, 
accreditation, institutional policy, graduation rates, and overall student engagement in 
higher education (Fuller, 2014; Woolf & Martinez, 2013). Given how critical financial 
aid is to students, families, and the overall university, and how important the role of 
financial aid director is within the office of financial aid, there is a need for scholarly 
research to explore what behavioral characteristics are most important to the position.  
A conceptual framework outlined by Elkins (2006), during his research on student 
affairs officers, served as the theoretical perspective behind this study. Elkins (2006) 
pulled from Winston et al. (2001) to discuss that the student affairs administration 
focuses on three roles or domains: an educator, a leader, and a manager. The domains of 
student affairs administrators outlined by Winston et al. (2001) have been cited in 
research used to help with the professional or skill development of student affairs officers 
(Carpenter & Stimpson, 2007; Roberts, 2007; Roberts, 2003); or in research that provides 
a guide to the profession of student affairs (Long, 2012; Janosik, Creamer, & Humphrey, 
2004). Elkins (2006) used this theoretical perspective to create a survey targeted to the 
position of Chief Student Affairs Officer (CSAO) and whether people in that position 
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considered themselves to be educators, leaders, or managers. While Winston et al. (2001) 
postulated that the educator domain was the cornerstone of student affairs administrators, 
Elkins (2006) identified the leader domain as the most important to CSAOs.  
In order to answer the research questions outlined in this study, the survey 
methodology was employed. The survey used in this study was a modification of Elkins’ 
(2006) survey of Chief Student Affairs Officers at member institutions of the Council for 
Christian Colleges and Universities (CCCU). Since the survey was modified from a 
previous study, establishing content validity was important to ensure the survey was 
appropriate to the purpose and content of this study on whether financial aid directors 
perceived themselves as educators, leaders, or managers. Therefore, an expert panel of 
four directors of financial aid completed and evaluated the modified survey. The web-
based survey was distributed to the Coalition of State University Aid Administrators 
(COSUAA) members in a three-step process, which took place over two weeks and 
garnered a response rate of 48.9%.  
Discussion of Findings 
What Directors Consider Themselves and Overall Responsibilities 
The COSUAA financial aid directors responding to this study indicated that they 
primarily consider themselves leaders, and the behavioral characteristics associated with 
the leader domain best described their overall responsibilities. In total, there were forty-
three directors (66% of respondents) who identified as a leader, and of these forty-three, 
all but one most admire leaders with the one person most admiring educators.  Consistent 
with their self-perception, the directors who identified as a leader also viewed the leader 
domain as most essential to their overall responsibilities, time spent daily, and 
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essentialness for aspiring aid directors. Therefore, directors who self-identify as a leader, 
most admire leaders and perform as leaders.  
 A total of sixteen COSUAA financial aid directors self-identified as a manager, 
although only one of the sixteen most admire managers, with the majority (14) admiring 
leaders, and one admiring educators. Consistent with how they perceive themselves, 
managers viewed the manager domain as most essential to their overall responsibilities, 
time spent daily, and essentialness for aspiring aid directors.  
 Six COSUAA financial aid directors identified as an educator, with half of the 
directors most admiring educators and the other half most admiring leaders. However, 
unexpectedly, none of the educators performed as an educator in their overall 
responsibilities or their daily roles. They also did not view the educator domain as being 
most essential to aspiring aid directors. The directors who identified as an educator 
perceived the leader domain as best describing their overall responsibilities, and the 
manager domain as best describing their time spent daily, as well as the domain most 
essential to aspiring aid directors.  
The findings of this study are in line with the previous review of the literature 
regarding the role of financial aid directors. Wick (2012) pointed out that while financial 
aid directors must be able to counsel students and families and provide clear, 
understandable, and prompt information, the director of financial aid is oftentimes 
removed from the day to day trenches of assisting students with their questions and 
concerns. The statement by Wick (2012) implies that while certain behavioral 
characteristics of the educator domain are important to a director of financial aid, they 
may not be a large enough part of their role to define the overall position. Also, when 
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looking at the current issues affecting financial aid directors, such as budget cuts, staffing 
issues, enrollment decline, and a push for more use of technology, the behavioral 
characteristics associated with being a leader and a manager would be more necessary in 
addressing those issues.  
Another possible reason that the educator domain is viewed lowest among the 
three domains in regards to overall responsibilities, time spent daily, and essentialness for 
aspiring aid directors, maybe due to the individual behavioral characteristics that define 
the educator domain. Winston et al. (2001) defined the educator domain by 
characteristics such as advising, demonstrating, and lecturing, which are more closely 
associated with academic positions. When looking at the individual characteristics across 
all three sections of the survey (overall responsibilities, time spent daily, and 
essentialness for aspiring aid directors), lecturing was consistently ranked lowest among 
all of the characteristics in all three domains.  When looking at overall responsibilities, 
lecturing was rated with a mean of 1.82, which corresponds with “does not describe my 
overall responsibilities.” For comparison purposes, the next lowest characteristic across 
all three domains, when looking at overall responsibilities, was demonstrating with a 
mean of 3.14. The same trend of ranking lecturing so much lower than the other 
characteristics occurred when looking at time spent daily and essentialness for aspiring 
aid directors. If this one characteristic was removed when looking at more administrative 
positions like financial aid director, the positioning of the educator domain might be 
different.  
A benchmarking survey conducted by the National Association of Student 
Financial Aid Administrators found that only forty percent of financial aid offices 
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identified themselves as being adequately staffed, and even fewer (37%) considered their 
budgets to be adequate enough to provide services to students (NASFAA, 2010).  With 
this statistic in mind, the behavioral characteristics associated with a leader and a 
manager would certainly have an impact on the role of the financial aid director in that 
they must be focused on issues such as cost-cutting measures and ensuring compliance 
with state and federal regulations with a diminished staff, as opposed to meeting with and 
educating students and families. According to a survey conducted by McKinney and 
Roberts (2012), there were even some community colleges in California, Florida, and 
Texas that indicated there were not enough resources to provide every student the 
information needed to make informed financial aid decisions. While these institutions 
were not COSUAA institutions, the survey findings support the notion that institutions 
will cut back on the educational part of financial aid when there are inadequate budgets 
and cost-cutting measures in place.  
Enrollment concerns were also earmarked as one of the current issues facing 
financial aid directors today. According to Dowling (1998), financial aid is now 
determining enrollment; and considering that there has been a decline of high school-
aged students, the financial aid directors are required to provide an even greater 
leadership role within the institution and be able to address the culture of a “buyers” 
market. This enrollment trend is another reason why financial aid directors may perceive 
themselves first as a leader.  
Another more recent occurrence that is possibly shaping how COSUAA financial 
aid directors view themselves is the recent changes to the FAFSA during the 2017-18 
school year. The two changes are known as “Early FAFSA” and the use of “Prior Prior 
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Year” (PPY) information. According to NASFAA (2016), these two changes, in 
particular, required financial aid directors to know what their competitors were doing in 
order to stay competitive with award notifications. Directors had to train their staff on 
how to process Early FAFSA and PPY information, and identify how Early FAFSA and 
PPY would affect the workload of their staff. Directors had to collaborate with their 
information technology team and outside vendors to ensure the student information 
system was updated and ready for the Early FAFSA information, and collaborate with 
institutional administrators about possibly changing priority deadlines. While the Early 
FAFSA and PPY were implemented two years ago, the effects of these major changes set 
an expectation of the director position and could still be lingering in how financial aid 
directors perceive themselves.   
Time Spent Daily & Essentialness for Aspiring Aid Directors 
As a group, the COSUAA directors responding to this study went against their 
self-perception of being a leader in that they identified as spending more time daily as a 
manager and also highlighted the manager domain as the most essential for aspiring aid 
directors. The reason for this change between their overall responsibilities versus their 
time spent daily may be the nature of the behavioral characteristics which describe the 
manager domain. Characteristics, like supervising, decision making, and representing, are 
typically daily activities. From a broad perspective, Elkins (2006) pointed out that 
“managers provide the daily how to in meeting an objective” (p. 28), and by nature of a 
manager position, he/she will be focused on the present and more short-term goals. While 
studies on financial aid offices, benchmarking surveys, job satisfaction surveys, and 
industry reviews all discussed the different tasks a financial aid director performs in order 
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to fulfill the roles of all three domains, none of the research had previously identified 
which of these roles is most used in daily tasks carried out by the director of financial aid. 
This finding that the manager domain is the best descriptor of their time spent daily, as 
well as the most essential domain for aspiring aid directors suggests that COSUAA 
financial aid directors perceive their daily role as a manager as being more essential for 
aspiring aid directors to understand in comparison to their overall responsibilities as a 
leader.  
When looking more in-depth on how each of the self-identified groups answered 
how they spent their time daily, those who self-identified as a leader perceived that their 
time spent daily was best described by the behavioral characteristics of the leader 
domain. Likewise, for the self-identified managers, they viewed the behavioral 
characteristics of a manager best described their time spent daily. However, the self-
identified educators did not view their time spent daily as an educator, but rather their 
time spent daily was on the behavioral characteristics of a manager. Another interesting 
result of this analysis is that even though leaders identified the leader domain as best 
describing their time spent daily, they still spent less time performing as a leader than 
their manager or educator colleagues. While leaders placed the leadership characteristics 
first in rank order, the allocation of their “time spent daily” on each characteristic was 
lower than their educator colleagues and significantly lower than their manager 
colleagues. Actually, in regards to their time spent daily, the top-rated behavioral 
characteristics identified by the leaders was lower than the lowest-rated characteristics for 
either the managers or the educators. The same trend occurred for how essential the 
COSUAA financial aid directors view the leader domain to be for aspiring aid directors. 
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While those identifying as a leader were the only group to agree that the leader domain is 
most essential for aspiring aid directors, their manager and educator colleagues viewed 
the behavioral characteristics of a leader as being more essential to aspiring aid directors 
even though leader was their second in rank order. This analysis is included in Appendix 
J.   
Difference in Self-Perception of Domain and Behavioral Characteristics 
When looking at the differences between how COSUAA directors self-identified, 
versus how they viewed the behavioral characteristics of each domain, an Analysis of 
Variance (ANOVA) found a statistical difference in the manager domain when 
evaluating the overall responsibilities, time spent daily, and the essentialness for aspiring 
aid directors. There was also a statistical difference found in the leader domain when 
looking at time spent daily. More specifically, the one-way ANOVAs conducted using 
Bonferroni adjusted alpha levels of .05, suggested a significant difference in how 
directors who self-identify as a leader and directors who self-identify as a manager view 
their overall responsibilities as a manager; the time spent daily as a manager; the time 
spent daily as a leader; and the essentialness of the manager domain to aspiring aid 
directors. One of the more interesting findings of this analysis was that directors who 
identified as a manger performed significantly more as a leader in their daily roles than 
those who identified as a leader.  
The reason managers indicate a higher perception of leadership in their daily roles 
than leaders is unclear. The underlying reason may be found by further researching why 
the self-perceived leaders, in general, rated the behavioral characteristics across all three 
domains lower than their manager or educator counterparts. The split file analysis 
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revealed that directors who self-identified as leaders tended to rate each of the behavioral 
characteristics across all three domains (educator, leader, manager) in all three categories 
(overall responsibilities, time spent daily, essentialness for aspiring aid directors) lower 
than educators or managers. The ANOVA revealed that only four of these differences 
were significant, but the overall trend of leaders allocating lower importance or lower 
time spent occurred throughout.  
Demographic and Position Information 
Fifty of the respondents also opted to provide demographic information as well as 
information about their position, such as job title, reporting structure, institutional 
enrollment, and staff size. The demographic makeup of COSUAA directors who 
provided information can be summarized as married, Caucasian, females, with an average 
age of 51.6 years. This demographic makeup of COSUAA financial aid directors is 
reflective of the overall makeup of financial aid professionals, according to a 2017 
benchmarking survey conducted by NASFAA. COSUAA financial aid directors were 
also most likely to have a master’s degree in the field of education, and hold the title of 
Director of Financial Aid. The majority of respondents report to a Vice President or Vice 
Provost of Enrollment Management, work at an institution with full-time equivalent 
(FTE) enrollment between 10,000 and 30,000 students, and oversee a staff of 
approximately 10-30 people. All of the directors have worked in higher education for at 
least ten years, with most of them having at least twenty years of service. The results of 
this demographic information are important when comparing the people who hold 
director-level positions at COSUAA institutions against the job descriptions typically 
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posted for directors of financial aid. The implications of these demographics are 
discussed below.   
Implications for Practice 
The following implications are derived from the results of this study:  
1. COSUAA directors of financial aid primarily identify as a leader, most admire 
leaders and perceive their overall responsibilities as those of a leader; however, 
they perceive their time spent daily as that of a manager. While the manager 
domain was perceived as best describing the directors’ time spent daily, the 
behavioral characteristics of a leader came in a close second. These results are 
evidence that financial aid directors wear multiple hats that can change depending 
on the lens in which they view their job (overall responsibilities vs. daily 
responsibilities).  This acknowledgment that both the leader and manager 
behavioral characteristics are important to different aspects of the director of 
financial aid position at COSUAA institutions suggests universities should pay 
close attention to the skills and abilities that they look for in a financial aid 
director. Professional financial aid organizations such as state, regional, and 
national associations of financial aid administrators can also use the results of this 
study to provide training and support for financial aid directors as they navigate 
through the different parts of their position and change hats between being a daily 
manager and being an overall leader.  
2. Considering that the directors also suggest that the manager domain is most 
essential for aspiring aid directors, the implication is that the daily responsibilities 
are of more importance to directors and, therefore, should be of more importance 
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to an aspiring aid director than the overall responsibilities. Only one survey 
participant indicated that he/she admired managers and only sixteen directors 
identified as a manager, yet the study reveals that being a manager is what they 
perceive to be doing most often in their daily roles.  Therefore, aspiring aid 
directors should be aware that even if they identify as a leader, they should be 
prepared to perform as a manager in their daily job as a director of financial aid at 
a COSUAA institution.  
3. The demographic information gathered in this study also holds implications for 
practice in that most job descriptions for a director of financial aid position say 
that a bachelor’s degree is required with an average experience requirement being 
a minimum of four years, however the requirements to be hired as a director of 
financial aid at a COSUAA institution are more than likely going to be a master’s 
degree with more than four years’ experience. Also, including the behavioral 
characteristics of both the manager and leader domain may prove to be helpful in 
the job descriptions and job postings for COSUAA directors of financial aid.   
Recommendations for Future Research 
 Although this study was able to expand upon the research of financial aid 
directors, specifically in regards to their roles and responsibilities as an educator, leader, 
and manager, there remain areas to expand even further. Based on the current literature 
regarding financial aid directors, as well as the results of this study, recommendations for 
future research are:  
1. A primary recommendation is that further study is needed to gain greater insight 
into the responses of the respondents of this study:   
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a. Overall, COSUAA financial aid directors perceive themselves to be 
leaders, view their overall responsibilities as those of a leader, yet in their 
daily roles, they perform as a manager. Even though, according to 
Winston et al. (2001), financial aid is included as a student affairs 
profession, should there be a separate set of behavioral characteristics that 
would better describe the overall responsibilities and daily roles of 
enrollment management positions? Additional research would help answer 
why there is a disconnect between how the directors view themselves and 
how they perform in daily roles.   
b. Six COSUAA directors identified as an educator but did not identify the 
educator domain as best describing their overall responsibilities, time 
spent daily, or essentialness of aspiring aid directors. Further analysis 
could help identify the reasons why some directors identify as an educator 
yet do not perform any of their roles as an educator or view the educator 
domain as being essential for aspiring aid directors.  
c. This study found that COSUAA directors who identify as a leader, 
perceive their overall responsibilities, time spent daily, and essentialness 
of aspiring aid directors to be that of a leader; however, they still indicated 
the amount of time spent on leadership characteristics was less than their 
educator and manager colleagues. This discovery supports reason to 
examine further directors who identify as a leader, and why they tended to 
rate the behavioral characteristics of all three domains lower than their 
educator and manager counterparts.  
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2. While this study captured the staff size of many participants, the knowledge or 
experience level of the participants’ staff is not known. Therefore, one 
recommendation is to conduct a study that provides a better understanding of how 
staff experience and knowledge could affect how a director perceives their role 
within the office. Knowing the experience level and knowledge of COSUAA 
financial aid staff may help answer the question of why directors view themselves 
the way they do. As one of the expert panel directors indicated, the answers to the 
survey may be quite different based on the experience of his/her staff at the time.  
3. Replicate this study every five years, or as the world of financial aid continues to 
shift through the emergence of alternative financial aid programs or policies (i.e., 
student loan forgiveness policies, free college policies, and income share 
agreements).  
Conclusion 
The overall results of the ANOVA, as well as the split file processing, oppose 
what Winston et al. (2001) found in their theoretical perspective of student affairs 
administration. Although all three domains are important, Winston et al. (2001) claimed 
that the educator domain is the cornerstone of their model of student affairs 
administration. When researching Chief Student Affairs Officers using the framework of 
Winston et al. (2001), Elkins (2006) found that the leader domain is the most important. 
The results of this study on financial aid directors at COSUAA institutions are more in 
line with Elkins' (2006) results. While all three domains are important and play a role in 
the position of financial aid director, considering that COSUAA directors identify as 
leaders and perceive their overall responsibilities as those of a leader, the leader domain 
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would be viewed as the most important. However, considering that the manager domain 
is perceived to best describe their time spent daily, as well as the most essential for 
aspiring aid directors, the manager domain would also be a major contributing domain to 
the framework.  Figure 5.1 below is taken from Elkins (2006) as the illustration that best 
represents the findings of this study.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This identification of different domain characteristics being the best descriptor of 
different roles supports the literature that not only do financial aid directors wear many 
different hats but also implies that all three domains are important and play a role within 
the director of financial aid position at COSUAA institutions.  
As Fuller (2014) stated, the financial aid office, in particular, has experienced 
drastic changes throughout the years in order to become the massive and complex system 
that is known today. Also, considering that financial aid can directly influence major 
institutional benchmarks such as enrollment and graduation rates, obtaining a better 
understanding of the person in charge of the financial aid office is important for senior-
level administrators as well as any individual interested in the outcomes of a college or 
Figure 5.1: COSUAA Financial Aid Directors - Student Affairs Administration Domains  
Manager Educator Leader 
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university. As a result of the ever-changing factors that affect financial aid in higher 
education, the role of financial aid director is not standardized across campuses. This 
study has allowed for a better understanding of what behavioral characteristics are most 
closely associated with directors of financial aid who are members of the Coalition of 
State University Aid Administrators (COSUAA).  
One important factor to consider when discussing these findings is whether the 
recent media attention of reducing college costs, decreasing student loan indebtedness, 
and the policy initiatives that have and will come about in an effort to forgive student 
loan debt and provide “free college”, will further affect the perceived role of COSUAA 
financial aid directors. However, based on the current findings of this study, the research 
suggests that a COSUAA director of financial aid must perform overall as a leader who is 
focused on the future of the organization, while simultaneously performing daily as a 
manager who is focused on the present and short-term perspectives, while not losing sight 
of the need to educate students, families, and university constituents.  
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APPENDIX A 
LETTER TO COSUAA SEEKING SUPPORT FOR RESEARCH STUDY 
May 7, 2019 
The official request was made over the phone, but this follow up email was sent to 
confirm the details: 
 
I am reaching out today seeking the endorsement of COSUAA in regards to my doctoral 
dissertation research on financial aid directors. I wanted to follow up with a formal 
introduction to the study and request for your support. As a doctoral candidate, I am 
conducting a web-based survey via email in partial fulfillment of the degree requirements 
under Dr. Brent Cejda, Professor in the College of Education at University of Nebraska-
Lincoln. Although there is information available on the profession of financial aid, there 
is limited research on the role of the financial aid directors specifically.  
 
The survey developed for this study is an adaptation of a role survey originally designed 
by Gregory Elkins (2006). The original survey by Elkins (2006) was based on the 
theoretical perspective and research of Winston, Creamer, and Miller (2001) and was 
used to determine whether chief student affairs officers perceived themselves as 
educators, leaders, or managers. The research of Winston et al. (2001) identified these 
three student affairs administration domains (educator, leader, and manager) as roles that 
student affairs administrators, including financial aid administrators, are expected to play 
during their careers.  
   
The primary purpose of this study is to determine whether directors of financial aid 
consider themselves to be educators, leaders, or managers, and whether there is a 
difference among the self-perception of these student affairs administration domains. The 
responses submitted by the financial aid directors are anonymous and reported as grouped 
statistical data.  
 
The specific research questions for this study include:  
1. Do Financial Aid Directors primarily consider themselves educators, leaders, or 
managers? 
2. Is there a difference among Financial Aid Directors’ perception of self on each 
grouped behavioral characteristic associated with each student affairs 
administration domain?  
3. Which student affairs administration domain best describes the overall 
responsibilities of the Director of Financial Aid?  
4. Which student affairs administration domain best describes the daily roles of the 
Director of Financial Aid?  
5. What student affairs administration domain do the participants identify as the 
most essential for an aspiring Director of Financial Aid? 
 
The survey has been approved by the University of Nebraska-Lincoln Institutional 
Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects. The survey is relatively short and 
128 
 
has been designed for participants to complete quickly and easily. I ask you to review the 
survey online at: https://unleducation.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_4Gx3uwrKrDGjanz 
 
I ask your consideration to the following request:  
 COSUAA provide a statement that they are aware of the research study and are 
interested in the findings;  
 COSUAA encourages financial aid directors’ participation in the study via a 
statement I will insert in an email to the directors. Such a statement could read: 
The Coalition of State University Aid Administrators is aware of the research 
study and is interested in the findings. Therefore, the Coalition encourages 
participation.;  
 
If the request is granted I agree to:  
 Provide the final study findings to COSUAA; and/or 
 Present the findings at a COSUAA annual meeting/conference.  
 
Please feel free to reach out to me at (731) 571-4659 or jflogaites@gmail.com with any 
questions you may have. You may also reach out to my faculty advisor, Dr. Brent Cejda, 
at (402) 472-0989 or bcejda2@unl.edu.  
 
Thank you in advance for your consideration, and I look forward to your reply.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Jessica M. Flogaites 
Doctoral Candidate 
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APPENDIX B 
HUMAN SUBJECT APPROVAL LETTER 
 
 
 
April 26, 2019 
 
Jessica Flogaites 
Department of Educational Administration 
 
Brent Cejda 
Department of Educational Administration 
TEAC 123 UNL NE 685880360 
 
IRB Number: 20190419365EX 
Project ID: 19365 
Project Title: Financial Aid Directors: Educators, Leaders, or Managers 
 
Dear Jessica: 
 
This letter is to officially notify you of the certification of exemption of your project for the Protection of Human 
Subjects. Your proposal is in compliance with this institution's Federal Wide Assurance 00002258 and the 
DHHS Regulations for the Protection of Human Subjects at 45 CFR 46 2018 Requirements and has been 
classified as exempt. Exempt categories are listed within HRPP Policy #4.001: Exempt Research available 
at: http://research.unl.edu/researchcompliance/policies-procedures/. 
 
o Date of Final Exemption: 4/26/2019 
o Review conducted using exempt category 2b at 45 CFR 46.104 
o Funding (Grant congruency, OSP Project/Form ID and Funding Sponsor Award Number, if applicable): N/A 
 
You are authorized to implement this study as of the Date of Final Approval: 04/26/2019. 
 
We wish to remind you that the principal investigator is responsible for reporting to this Board any of the 
following events within 48 hours of the event: 
* Any serious event (including on-site and off-site adverse events, injuries, side effects, deaths, or other 
problems) which in the opinion of the local investigator was unanticipated, involved risk to subjects or others, 
and was possibly related to the research procedures; 
* Any serious accidental or unintentional change to the IRB-approved protocol that involves risk or has the 
potential to recur; 
* Any protocol violation or protocol deviation 
* An incarceration of a research participant in a protocol that was not approved to include prisoners 
* Any knowledge of adverse audits or enforcement actions required by Sponsors 
* Any publication in the literature, safety monitoring report, interim result or other finding that indicates an 
unexpected change to the risk/benefit ratio of the research; 
* Any breach in confidentiality or compromise in data privacy related to the subject or others; or 
* Any complaint of a subject that indicates an unanticipated risk or that cannot be resolved by the research staff. 
 
This project should be conducted in full accordance with all applicable sections of the IRB Guidelines and you 
should notify the IRB immediately of any proposed changes that may affect the exempt status of your research 
project. You should report any unanticipated problems involving risks to the participants or others to the Board. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact the IRB office at 402-472-6965. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jenn Klein 
for the IRB 
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APPENDIX C 
STUDY SURVEY 
COSUAA Director of Financial Aid Study 
Summer 2019 
 
All of your answers will be completely confidential and will be reported only as 
grouped statistical data. 
 
Simply hover over on any student affairs administration domain or behavioral 
characteristic to review the description and/or definition of each. 
 
Section 1 of 5: Educator, Leader, or Manager 
 
Among educational administrators, whom do you admire most:  
o Educator   
o Leader    
o Manager   
 
As a Director of Financial Aid, do you primarily consider yourself a:  
o Educator   
o Leader   
o Manager    
 
End of Section 1 of 5: Educator, Leader, or Manager 
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Section 2 of 5: Responsibilities 
 
As an EDUCATOR:   
Indicate the level of each behavioral characteristic which best describes 
your overall responsibilities as the Director of Financial Aid.  
 
 
 
 
 
1. Does not 
describe my 
overall 
responsibilities 
2. Describes very 
little of my 
overall 
responsibilities  
3. Somewhat 
describes my 
overall 
responsibilities  
4. Mostly 
describes my 
overall 
responsibilities  
5. Best describes 
my overall 
responsibilities  
Lecturing  o  o  o  o  o  
Demonstrating   o  o  o  o  o  
Advising   o  o  o  o  o  
Coaching   o  o  o  o  o  
Modeling   o  o  o  o  o  
Facilitating   o  o  o  o  o  
Learning   o  o  o  o  o  
Researching  o  o  o  o  o  
Evaluating  o  o  o  o  o  
Collaborating   o  o  o  o  o  
Structuring   o  o  o  o  o  
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As a LEADER:   
Indicate the level of each behavioral characteristic which best describes 
your overall responsibilities as the Director of Financial Aid.  
 
1. Does not 
describe my 
overall 
responsibilities  
2. Describes very 
little of my 
overall 
responsibilities  
3. Somewhat 
describes my 
overall 
responsibilities  
4. Mostly 
describes my 
overall 
responsibilities  
5. Best describes 
my overall 
responsibilities  
Planning & 
organizing  o  o  o  o  o  
Problem Solving  o  o  o  o  o  
Clarifying roles & 
objectives  o  o  o  o  o  
Informing  o  o  o  o  o  
Monitoring  o  o  o  o  o  
Motivating & 
inspiring   o  o  o  o  o  
Consulting  o  o  o  o  o  
Delegating  o  o  o  o  o  
Supporting  o  o  o  o  o  
Developing & 
mentoring  o  o  o  o  o  
Managing conflict 
& team building  o  o  o  o  o  
Networking  o  o  o  o  o  
Recognizing  o  o  o  o  o  
Rewarding  o  o  o  o  o  
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As a MANAGER:   
Indicate the level of each behavioral characteristic which best describes 
your overall responsibilities as the Director of Financial Aid.  
 
 
 
End of Section 2 of 5: Responsibilities 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
1. Does not 
describe my 
overall 
responsibilities  
2. Describes very 
little of my overall 
responsibilities  
3. Somewhat 
describes my 
overall 
responsibilities  
4. Mostly 
describes my 
overall 
responsibilities  
5. Best describes 
my overall 
responsibilities  
Supervising  o  o  o  o  o  
Planning and 
organizing  o  o  o  o  o  
Decision making  o  o  o  o  o  
Monitoring 
indicators  o  o  o  o  o  
Controlling  o  o  o  o  o  
Representing  o  o  o  o  o  
Coordinating  o  o  o  o  o  
Consulting  o  o  o  o  o  
Administering  o  o  o  o  o  
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Section 3 of 5: Roles 
 
As an EDUCATOR:   
Indicate the level of each behavioral characteristic which best describes the amount of 
time you spend daily as the Director of Financial Aid.  
 
 1. No time spent daily  
2. Little 
time spent 
daily  
3. Some 
time spent 
daily  
4. Much 
time spent 
daily  
5. A great 
deal of time 
spent daily  
Lecturing  o  o  o  o  o  
Demonstrating  o  o  o  o  o  
Advising  o  o  o  o  o  
Coaching  o  o  o  o  o  
Modeling  o  o  o  o  o  
Facilitating  o  o  o  o  o  
Learning  o  o  o  o  o  
Researching  o  o  o  o  o  
Evaluating  o  o  o  o  o  
Collaborating  o  o  o  o  o  
Structuring  o  o  o  o  o  
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As a LEADER: 
Indicate the level of each behavioral characteristic which best describes the amount of 
time you spend daily as the Director of Financial Aid.  
 
 1. No time spent daily  
2. Little time 
spent daily  
3. Some time 
spent daily  
4. Much time 
spent daily  
5. A great deal 
of time spent 
daily  
Planning and 
organizing  o  o  o  o  o  
Problem 
Solving  o  o  o  o  o  
Clarifying roles 
and objectives  o  o  o  o  o  
Informing  o  o  o  o  o  
Monitoring  o  o  o  o  o  
Motivating and 
inspiring  o  o  o  o  o  
Consulting  o  o  o  o  o  
Delegating  o  o  o  o  o  
Supporting  o  o  o  o  o  
Developing & 
mentoring  o  o  o  o  o  
Managing 
conflict & team 
building  o  o  o  o  o  
Networking  o  o  o  o  o  
Recognizing  o  o  o  o  o  
Rewarding  o  o  o  o  o  
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As a MANAGER:   
Indicate the level of each behavioral characteristic which best describes the amount of 
time you spend daily as the Director of Financial Aid.  
 
 1. No time spent daily  
2. Little 
time spent 
daily  
3. Some 
time spent 
daily  
4. Much 
time spent 
daily  
5. A great 
deal of time 
spent daily  
Supervising  o  o  o  o  o  
Planning and 
organizing  o  o  o  o  o  
Decision 
making  o  o  o  o  o  
Monitoring 
indicators  o  o  o  o  o  
Controlling  o  o  o  o  o  
Representing  o  o  o  o  o  
Coordinating  o  o  o  o  o  
Consulting  o  o  o  o  o  
Administering  o  o  o  o  o  
 
End of Section 3 of 5: Roles 
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Section 4 of 5: Essentialness 
 
As an EDUCATOR:   
Indicate the level of each behavioral characteristic which best describes the essentialness 
for an aspiring Director of Financial Aid to possess.  
 
 
1. Not 
essential for 
an aspiring 
Financial Aid 
Director to 
possess  
2. Of very 
little 
essentialness 
for an aspiring 
Financial Aid 
Director to 
possess  
3. Somewhat 
essential for 
an aspiring 
Financial Aid 
Director to 
possess  
4. Of more 
essentialness 
for an aspiring 
Financial Aid 
Director to 
possess  
5. Most 
essential for 
an aspiring 
Financial Aid 
Director to 
possess  
Lecturing  o  o  o  o  o  
Demonstrating  o  o  o  o  o  
Advising  o  o  o  o  o  
Coaching  o  o  o  o  o  
Modeling  o  o  o  o  o  
Facilitating  o  o  o  o  o  
Learning  o  o  o  o  o  
Researching  o  o  o  o  o  
Evaluating  o  o  o  o  o  
Collaborating  o  o  o  o  o  
Structuring  o  o  o  o  o  
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As a LEADER: 
Indicate the level of each behavioral characteristic which best describes 
the essentialness for an 
aspiring Director of Financial Aid to possess.  
 
1. Not 
essential for 
an aspiring 
Financial 
Aid Director 
to possess  
2. Of very 
little 
essentialness 
for an aspiring 
Financial Aid 
Director to 
possess  
3. Somewhat 
essential for 
an aspiring 
Financial 
Aid Director 
to possess  
4. Of more 
essentialness 
for an aspiring 
Financial Aid 
Director to 
possess  
5. Most 
essential for 
an aspiring 
Financial 
Aid Director 
to possess  
Planning and 
organizing  o  o  o  o  o  
Problem Solving  o  o  o  o  o  
Clarifying roles 
and objectives  o  o  o  o  o  
Informing  o  o  o  o  o  
Monitoring  o  o  o  o  o  
Motivating and 
inspiring  o  o  o  o  o  
Consulting  o  o  o  o  o  
Delegating  o  o  o  o  o  
Supporting  o  o  o  o  o  
Developing and 
mentoring  o  o  o  o  o  
Managing 
conflict and team 
building  
o  o  o  o  o  
Networking  o  o  o  o  o  
Recognizing  o  o  o  o  o  
Rewarding  o  o  o  o  o  
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As a MANAGER: 
Indicate the level of each behavioral characteristic which best describes 
the essentialness for an aspiring Director of Financial Aid to possess.  
 
1. Not 
essential for 
an aspiring 
Financial Aid 
Director to 
possess  
2. Of very little 
essentialness 
for an aspiring 
Financial Aid 
Director to 
possess  
3. Somewhat 
essential for 
an aspiring 
Financial Aid 
Director to 
possess  
4. Of more 
essentialness 
for an aspiring 
Financial Aid 
Director to 
possess  
5. Most 
essential for 
an aspiring 
Financial Aid 
Director to 
possess  
Supervising  o  o  o  o  o  
Planning and 
organizing  o  o  o  o  o  
Decision 
making  o  o  o  o  o  
Monitoring 
indicators  o  o  o  o  o  
Controlling  o  o  o  o  o  
Representing  o  o  o  o  o  
Coordinating  o  o  o  o  o  
Consulting  o  o  o  o  o  
Administering  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Section 4 of 5: Essentialness 
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Section 5 of 5: Demographics 
 
Your exact position title (e.g., Director of Financial Aid, Executive Director of Financial 
Aid): 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
To whom do you report (e.g., Vice President of Enrollment Management, Vice 
Chancellor):  
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Number of years in current position as Director of Financial Aid:  
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Number of years in a full-time financial aid position prior to the current position as 
Director of Financial Aid:  
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Number of years in a full-time staff/faculty member position at your current institution:  
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Total number of years in a full-time position in higher education:  
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Gender:  
o Male   
o Female  
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Age (in years):  
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Marital status:  
o Never Married   
o Married   
o Divorced    
o Separated    
o Widowed    
o Other   ________________________________________________ 
 
 
Ethnic background:  
o African American   
o American Indian   
o Asian American   
o Caucasian    
o Hispanic    
o Other   ________________________________________________ 
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Please check the highest degree earned and indicate major field of study of highest 
degree:  
o Bachelor's   ________________________________________________ 
o Master's   ________________________________________________ 
o Ed.D.  ________________________________________________ 
o Ph.D.   ________________________________________________ 
o Professional Degree (Name of Degree and Major)   
________________________________________________ 
o Other (please specify)   
________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Do you wish to receive a copy of the study results?  
o Yes    
o No    
 
Skip To: End of Block If Do you wish to receive a copy of the study results?  = No 
 
If so, please provide the preferred email address where you would like the results sent:  
________________________________________________________________ 
 
End of Section 5 of 5: Demographics 
 
End of Survey 
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APPENDIX D 
EMAIL TO EXPERT PANEL SEEKING PARTICIPATION 
To:  Email Addresses of Expert Panel  
From:   Email Address of PI 
Subject:  Director of Financial Aid Dissertation Study 
Date:   March 13,2019 
 
Good evening,  
 
Earlier this week I reached out seeking your participation in a study of Financial Aid 
Directors. As a doctoral candidate, I am conducting a web-based survey via email in 
partial fulfillment of the degree requirements under Dr. Brent Cejda, Professor in the 
College of Education at University of Nebraska-Lincoln. Although there is information 
available on the profession of financial aid, there is limited research on the role of the 
financial aid directors specifically.  
 
The survey developed for this study is an adaptation of a role survey originally designed 
by Gregory Elkins (2006). The original survey by Elkins (2006) was based on the 
theoretical perspective and research of Winston, Creamer, and Miller (2001) and was 
used to determine whether chief student affairs officers perceived themselves as 
educators, leaders, or managers. The research of Winston et al. (2001) identified these 
three student affairs administration domains (educator, leader, and manager) as roles that 
student affairs administrators, including financial aid administrators, are expected to play 
during their careers. 
   
As a current financial aid director, I solicit your participation and evaluation to assist in 
the establishment of face validity of the survey instrument. Establishing face validity 
includes a casual subjective inspection of the survey items to determine if they cover the 
appropriate content. More specifically, do the behavioral characteristics associated with 
the three student affairs administration domains (educator, leader, and manager) reflect 
the roles and responsibilities of a Financial Aid Director?  
 
Your response to the survey will be used to answer the following question:  
1. Do Financial Aid Directors primarily consider themselves educators, leaders, or 
managers? 
2. Is there a difference among Financial Aid Directors’ perception of self on each 
grouped behavioral characteristic associated with each student affairs 
administration domain?  
3. Which student affairs administration domain best describes the overall 
responsibilities of the Director of Financial Aid?  
4. Which student affairs administration domain best describes the daily roles of the 
Director of Financial Aid?  
5. What student affairs administration domain do the participants identify as the 
most essential for an aspiring Director of Financial Aid? 
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The survey is relatively short and has been designed for you to complete quickly and 
easily. All of your answers will be completely confidential and will be reported only as 
grouped statistical data. The survey and evaluation were both constructed in Qualtrics, 
and you may access each at the links below.  
 
I ask that you first take time to complete the survey, and then once the survey is 
finished please come back to this email and follow the link to complete a short 
evaluation form.  
 
I ask that you devote approximately 15-20 minutes of your time to complete the survey 
and evaluation form by Monday, March 18, 2019. Thank you for your participation and 
cooperation. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me by 
telephone at (731) 571-4659 or by email.  
 
Link to Survey:  
https://unleducation.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_4Gx3uwrKrDGjanz 
 
Link to Evaluation:  
https://unleducation.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_afVgebUocoENdeR 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Jessica Flogaites  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
References:  
1. Elkins, G.G. (2006). Chief student affairs officers of institutions belonging to the 
council for Christian colleges and universities: Educator, leader, or manager 
(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from http://hdl.handle.net/2346/11362. 
2. Winston, R.B., Creamer, D.G., Miller, T.K., & Associates (2001). The 
professional student affairs administrator: Educator, leader, and manager. New 
York: Brunner-Routledge. 
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APPENDIX E 
SURVEY EVALUATION FORM FOR EXPERT PANEL 
Financial Aid Director Survey Evaluation 
 
 
Please answer the following questions regarding the Director of Financial Aid Survey 
you just completed: 
 Strongly disagree (1) Disagree (2) 
Neither 
agree nor 
disagree (3) 
Agree (4) Strongly Agree (5) 
The 
questions 
were self 
explanatory. 
(1)  
o  o  o  o  o  
The available 
responses to 
each question 
were 
understood. 
(2)  
o  o  o  o  o  
The 
instructions 
were 
understood. 
(3)  
o  o  o  o  o  
Completing 
the survey 
was 
relatively 
easy. (4)  
o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
 
In terms of minutes, indicate the length of time to complete the survey. Do not include 
the time to complete this evaluation form in your answer. 
______________ 
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Do the behavioral characteristics associated with the three student affairs administration 
domains reflect the roles and responsibilities of a Financial Aid Director?  
o Yes   
o No   
 
 
Any further suggestions or comments? 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
End of Evaluation 
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APPENDIX F 
COSUAA MEMBER INSTITUTIONS 
ALASKA: University of Alaska-Anchorage; ARIZONA: Arizona State University, 
University of Arizona; ARKANSAS: University of Arkansas; CALIFORNIA: California 
Polytechnic State University, California State University-Chico, University of California-
Berkeley, University of California-Davis, University of California-Irvine, University of 
California-Los Angeles, University of California/Ofc. Of the Pres., University of California-
Riverside, University of California-San Diego, University of California-Santa Barbara, 
University of California-Santa Cruz; COLORADO: Colorado State University, Metropolitan 
State University of Denver, University of Colorado Boulder, University of Colorado Denver, 
University of Northern Colorado; CONNECTICUT: Central Connecticut State University, 
University of Connecticut; DELAWARE: University of Delaware; FLORIDA: Florida 
Atlantic University, Florida International University, Florida State University, University of 
Central Florida, University of Florida, University of North Florida, University of South 
Florida; GEORGIA: Georgia Institute of Technology, Kennesaw State University; 
University of Georgia; HAWAII: University of Hawaii-Manoa; IDAHO: Boise State 
University, University of Idaho; ILLINOIS: Illinois State University, Southern Illinois 
University-Carbondale, Southern Illinois University-Edwardsville, University of Illinois-
Chicago, University of Illinois-Urbana-Champaign, Western Illinois University; INDIANA: 
Ball State University, Indiana State University, Indiana University-Bloomington, Indiana 
University-Purdue University Indianapolis, Purdue University; IOWA: Iowa State 
University, University of Iowa, University of Northern Iowa; KANSAS: Kansas State 
University, University of Kansas, Wichita State University; KENTUCKY: Eastern 
Kentucky University, University of Kentucky, University of Louisville; MAINE: University 
of Maine; MARYLAND: Towson University, University of Maryland at College Park; 
MASSACHUSETTS: University of Massachusetts-Amherst; MICHIGAN: Central 
Michigan University, Eastern Michigan University; Grand Valley State University, Michigan 
State University, Oakland University, University of Michigan, Wayne State University, 
Western Michigan University; MINNESOTA: University of Minnesota, Twin Cities; 
MISSISSIPPI: The University of Mississippi; MISSOURI: University of Missouri-
Columbia, University of Missouri-Kansas City, University of Missouri-St. Louis; 
MONTANA: Montana State University, University of Montana; NEBRASKA: University 
of Nebraska-Lincoln; NEW JERSEY:  Montclair State University, Rutgers University; 
NEW MEXICO: New Mexico State University; NEW YORK: State University of New 
York, State University of New York-Stony Brook; NORTH CAROLINA: East Carolina 
University, North Carolina A&T State University, North Carolina State University, 
University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill; NORTH DAKOTA: North Dakota State 
University, University of North Dakota; OHIO: Bowling Green State University, Cleveland 
State University, Miami University, Ohio State University; University of Cincinnati, 
University of Toledo; OKLAHOMA: Oklahoma State University, University of Oklahoma; 
OREGON: Oregon State University, Portland State University, University of Oregon; 
PENNSYLVANIA: Penn State University, Temple University, University of Pittsburgh; 
SOUTH CAROLINA: Clemson University, College of Charleston, University of South 
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Carolina; SOUTH DAKOTA: South Dakota State University; TENNESSEE: University of 
Memphis, University of Tennessee; TEXAS: University of North Texas, Texas A&M 
University, Texas State University-San Marcos, Texas Tech University, University of Texas-
Arlington, University of Texas-Austin, University of Texas-El Paso, University of Texas-San 
Antonio; UTAH: University of Utah, Utah Valley University; VERMONT: University of 
Vermont; VIRGINA: George Mason University, James Madison University, University of 
Virginia, Virginia Tech University; WASHINGTON: University of Washington, 
Washington State University; WEST VIRGINIA: Marshall University, West Virginia 
University; WISCONSIN: University of Wisconsin-Madison, University of Wisconsin-
Milwaukee; WYOMING: University of Wyoming. (www.cosuaa.org/membership) 
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APPENDIX G 
EMAIL TO STUDY POPULATION SEEKING PARTICIPATION 
To:  COSUAA Listserv  
From:   Email of Steering Committee Member 
Subject:  Director of Financial Aid Dissertation Study 
Date:   July 8, 2019 
 
Hi COSUAA, 
 
I am sending this message with approval of the Steering Committee on behalf of a PhD 
candidate at my institution who also works in financial aid at a member institution. I 
encourage you to participate in the study!  
 
Thank you,  
Justin 
 
Good morning,  
 
I am reaching out today seeking your participation in a study of COSUAA chief student 
financial aid administrators. This study is concerned with the intricacies of the execution 
of the director of financial aid position at COSUAA institutions. More specifically, the 
study will determine if directors of financial aid primarily consider themselves to be 
educators, leaders, or managers.  
 
The Coalition of State University Aid Administrators has indicated interest in and support 
for this research study that they believe can be of help to current and aspiring financial 
aid directors within COSUAA institutions. The results of this study will provide insights 
into the changing nature of this important position and help improve the preparation of 
those interested in financial aid careers.  
 
Due to the small number of COSUAA members, your participation in this survey is 
critical. This instrument has been tested by directors of financial aid, and is designed to 
only take approximately fifteen (15) minutes of your time. Your responses are completely 
secure and confidential and will be reported only as grouped statistical data.  
 
If you wish to participate in the study, please click the following link:  
https://unleducation.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_4Gx3uwrKrDGjanz 
 
We ask that you complete the survey by Friday, June 14, 2019. If you would like a 
summary of the results once the project is complete, please indicate your desire at the end 
of the survey. If you would like more information about the study, please see the 
postscript below.  
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If you have questions, please feel free to contact the principal researcher by telephone at 
(731) 571-4659 or by email at jflogaites@gmail.com. You may also contact Dr. Brent 
Cejda, Professor in the College of Education at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln and 
Dissertation Chair at (402) 472-0989 or bcejda2@unl.edu.  
 
Thank you for your time and support.  
 
Sincerely, 
Jessica Flogaites, Principal Researcher 
 
P.S. 
This study is based on the theoretical perspective and research of Winston, Creamer, and 
Miller (2001) which identified three student affairs administration domains (educator, 
leader, and manager) as roles that student affairs administrators, including financial aid 
administrators, are expected to play during their careers. The primary purpose of this 
study is to determine whether directors of financial aid consider themselves to be 
educators, leaders, or managers, and whether there is a difference among the self-
perception of these student affairs administration domains.  
 
Your response to the survey will be used to answer the following question:  
1. Do Financial Aid Directors primarily consider themselves educators, leaders, or 
managers? 
2. Is there a difference among Financial Aid Directors’ perception of self on each 
grouped behavioral characteristic associated with each student affairs 
administration domain?  
3. Which student affairs administration domain best describes the overall 
responsibilities of the Director of Financial Aid?  
4. Which student affairs administration domain best describes the daily roles of the 
Director of Financial Aid?  
5. What student affairs administration domain do the participants identify as the 
most essential for an aspiring Director of Financial Aid? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Reference 
Winston, R.B., Creamer, D.G., Miller, T.K., & Associates (2001). The professional 
student affairs administrator: Educator, leader, and manager. New York: Brunner-
Routledge. 
  
151 
 
APPENDIX H 
SECOND & THIRD EMAILS TO STUDY POPULATION SEEKING 
PARTICIPATION 
To:  COSUAA Listserv  
From:   Email of Steering Committee Member 
Subject:  Director of Financial Aid Dissertation Study 
Date:   July 15, 2019; July 22, 2019 
 
Hi COSUAA, 
 
As a reminder, I am sending this message with approval of the Steering Committee on 
behalf of a PhD candidate at my institution who also works in financial aid at a member 
institution. I encourage you to participate in the study!  
 
Thank you,  
Justin 
 
Good morning,  
 
I am reaching out today seeking your participation in a study of COSUAA chief student 
financial aid administrators. This study is concerned with the intricacies of the execution 
of the director of financial aid position at COSUAA institutions. More specifically, the 
study will determine if directors of financial aid primarily consider themselves to be 
educators, leaders, or managers.  
 
The Coalition of State University Aid Administrators has indicated interest in and support 
for this research study that they believe can be of help to current and aspiring financial 
aid directors within COSUAA institutions. The results of this study will provide insights 
into the changing nature of this important position and help improve the preparation of 
those interested in financial aid careers.  
 
Due to the small number of COSUAA members, your participation in this survey is 
critical. This instrument has been tested by directors of financial aid, and is designed to 
only take approximately fifteen (15) minutes of your time. Your responses are completely 
secure and confidential and will be reported only as grouped statistical data.  
 
If you wish to participate in the study, please click the following link:  
https://unleducation.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_4Gx3uwrKrDGjanz 
 
We ask that you complete the survey by Friday, June 14, 2019. If you would like a 
summary of the results once the project is complete, please indicate your desire at the end 
of the survey. If you would like more information about the study, please see the 
postscript below.  
 
152 
 
If you have questions, please feel free to contact the principal researcher by telephone at 
(731) 571-4659 or by email at jflogaites@gmail.com. You may also contact Dr. Brent 
Cejda, Professor in the College of Education at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln and 
Dissertation Chair at (402) 472-0989 or bcejda2@unl.edu.  
 
Thank you for your time and support.  
 
Sincerely, 
Jessica Flogaites, Principal Researcher 
 
P.S. 
This study is based on the theoretical perspective and research of Winston, Creamer, and 
Miller (2001) which identified three student affairs administration domains (educator, 
leader, and manager) as roles that student affairs administrators, including financial aid 
administrators, are expected to play during their careers. The primary purpose of this 
study is to determine whether directors of financial aid consider themselves to be 
educators, leaders, or managers, and whether there is a difference among the self-
perception of these student affairs administration domains.  
 
Your response to the survey will be used to answer the following question:  
1. Do Financial Aid Directors primarily consider themselves educators, leaders, or 
managers? 
2. Is there a difference among Financial Aid Directors’ perception of self on each 
grouped behavioral characteristic associated with each student affairs 
administration domain?  
3. Which student affairs administration domain best describes the overall 
responsibilities of the Director of Financial Aid?  
4. Which student affairs administration domain best describes the daily roles of the 
Director of Financial Aid?  
5. What student affairs administration domain do the participants identify as the 
most essential for an aspiring Director of Financial Aid? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Reference 
Winston, R.B., Creamer, D.G., Miller, T.K., & Associates (2001). The professional 
student affairs administrator: Educator, leader, and manager. New York: Brunner-
Routledge. 
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APPENDIX I 
DEMOGRAPHIC & POPULATION TABLES 
Table 4.1: Gender of Financial Aid Directors (N=50) 
  Frequency and Percentage of Response N % 
Gender:    
Female 28 56% 
Male 22 44% 
 50 100% 
 
Table 4.2: Age of Financial Aid Directors (N=50) 
  Frequency and Percentage of Response N % 
Age:    
36-40 7 14% 
41-45 3 6% 
46-50 15 30% 
51-55 8 16% 
56-60 9 18% 
61-65 7 14% 
65+ 1 2% 
 50 100% 
 
Table 4.3: Marital Status of Financial Aid Directors (N=50) 
  Frequency and Percentage of Response N % 
Marital Status:    
Never Married 4 8% 
Married 40 80% 
Divorced 6 12% 
 50 100% 
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Table 4.4: Ethnic Background of Financial Aid Directors (N=50) 
  Frequency and Percentage of Response N % 
Ethnic Background:    
African American 3 6% 
Caucasian 43 86% 
Hispanic 2 4% 
Other: Undisclosed 2 4% 
 50 100% 
 
Table 4.5: Highest Degree Earned of Financial Aid Director (N=50) 
  Frequency and Percentage of Response N % 
Highest Degree Earned:    
Bachelor’s 6 12% 
Master’s 36 72% 
Ed.D 3 6% 
Ph.D 4 8% 
Professional Degree: Law 1 2% 
 50 100% 
 
Table 4.6: Years of Experience (N=50) 
Number of years in: Current Director 
Position 
Full-time FA 
Position Prior to 
current position 
Full-time position 
in higher education 
Frequency and 
Percentage of 
Response 
N       %   N %     N    % 
0-4 28 56% 6 12% 0 0% 
5-9 12 24% 6 12% 0 0% 
10-14 5 10% 6 12% 4 8% 
15-19 5 10% 8 16% 9 18% 
20-24 0 0% 13 26% 8 16% 
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Table 4.6: Years of Experience - Continued   
25-29 0 0% 6 12% 10 20% 
30-34 0 0% 4 8% 9 18% 
35+ 0 0% 1 2% 10 20% 
 50 100% 50 100% 50    100 
 
Table 4.7: Title of the chief student financial aid administrators (N=50) 
Frequency and Percentage of Response N % 
Your exact position title:    
Assistant Vice President or Provost 7 14% 
Associate Provost 1 2% 
Associate Vice President or Provost 3 6% 
Executive Director 4 8% 
Director 33 66% 
Interim 2 4% 
 50 100% 
 
Table 4.8: Directly Reports To (N=50) 
Frequency and Percentage of Response N % 
Directly Reports To:    
Assistant/Associate Vice Chancellor: Enrollment Management 2 4% 
Associate Vice President/Provost: Enrollment Management 10 20% 
Vice President/Provost: Enrollment Management 22 44% 
Executive Director: Enrollment Management 1 2% 
Senior Vice Provost: Enrollment Management 1 2% 
Associate Provost: Academic Affairs 1 2% 
Associate Vice Provost & Registrar 1 2% 
Provost 2 4% 
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Table 4.8: Directly Report To - Continued 
Vice Chancellor: Student Affairs 1 2% 
Vice President: Instruction/Academic Services 3 6% 
Vice President: Student Affairs/Services/Development 5 10% 
Vice President: Undergraduate Education 1 2% 
 50 100% 
 
Table 4.9: Student Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Enrollment (N=50) 
  Frequency and Percentage of Response N % 
FTE Enrollment:    
<10,000 1 2% 
10,000-15,000 7 14% 
15,001-20,000 6 12% 
20,001-25,000 8 16% 
25,001-30,000 9 18% 
30,001-35,000 5 10% 
35,001-40,000 5 10% 
40,001-45,000 0 0% 
45,001-50,000 4 8% 
50,001+ 4 8% 
Missing 1 2% 
 50 100% 
 
Table 4.10: Full-Time Staff Members in Office of Financial Aid (N=50) 
  Frequency and Percentage of Response N % 
Full-time Financial Aid Staff:    
<10 0 0% 
10-20 15 30% 
157 
 
Table 4.10: Full-Time Staff Members in Office of Financial Aid - Continued 
21-30 19 38% 
31-40 6 12% 
41-50 6 12% 
51-60 2 4% 
61-70 1 2% 
71+ 1 2% 
 50 100% 
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APPENDIX J 
SPLIT FILE ANALYSIS 
Split File Analysis of Financial Aid Directors Self-Reported Domain and the Grouped 
Behavioral Characteristics  
Overall Responsibilities: 
Considers Self Overall Domain N Mean Std. Deviation 
Educator Overall Educator 5 4.20 .433 
Overall Leader 5 4.41 .478 
Overall Manager 5 4.38 .357 
Leader Overall Educator 41 3.75 .517 
Overall Leader 41 4.24 .462 
Overall Manager 40 3.89 .424 
Manager Overall Educator 14 3.75 .692 
Overall Leader 14 4.22 .584 
Overall Manager 14 4.54 .499 
 
Time Spent Daily: 
Considers Self Daily Domain N Mean Std. Deviation 
Educator Daily Educator 4 3.59 .396 
Daily Leader 4 3.55 .422 
Daily Manager 4 3.78 .471 
Leader Daily Educator 33 3.05 .498 
Daily Leader 37 3.27 .506 
Daily Manager 34 3.18 .556 
Manager Daily Educator 11 3.34 .653 
Daily Leader 11 3.79 .641 
Daily Manager 11 4.02 .523 
 
Most Essential for Aspiring Aid Director: 
Considers Self Essential Domain N Mean Std. Deviation 
Educator Essential Educator 4 4.05 .658 
Essential Leader 4 4.21 .644 
Essential Manager 4 4.47 .637 
Leader Essential Educator 33 3.72 .590 
Essential Leader 35 4.12 .427 
Essential Manager 34 4.02 .419 
Manager Essential Educator 11 3.83 .381 
Essential Leader 11 4.29 .491 
 Essential Manager 11 4.53 .401 
 
